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ESTOPPEL. 

Section     I.     By  matter  of  record. 
Section"    II.     By  deed. 
Section  III.     In  pais. 


Section  T.  —  Z?y  matter  of  record. 

* 

No.  1.  — EEX   V.   CARLILE. 
(K.  p..  1831.) 

RULE. 

No  party  to  the  proceedings  of  a  Court  of  Record  can 
be  allowed  to  aver  against  another  party  matter  of  fact 
contrary  to  the  record. 

Rex  V.  Carlile. 

2  Barnewall  &  Adolphus  362-369. 

Estoppel  hy  Verdict  and  Judgment. 

A  return  to  a  writ  of  error,  directed  to  the  coininissiouers  of  oyer  and  [362] 
terminer  of  the  city  of  Loudon,  set  out  the  record  of  an  indictment  found 
against  the  defendant,  before  the  lord  mayor  and  others;  and  stated  that  ho  was 
tried  upon  the  said  indictment  liy  a  jury  of  the  country  at  the  next  session 
liolden  before  the  lord  mayor,  several  of  tlie  Judges,  aldermen,  recorder,  and 
others,  assigned  by  certain  letters  patent  under  the  great  seal  directed  to  them, 
or  any  two  or  more  of  them,  to  inquire  of  certain  offences  ;  tliat  lie  was,  by  the 
verdict  of  such  jury,  found  guilty  :  and  that  thereupon  judgment  was  given  by  the 
Court  against  him.  Upon  this  return  the  defendant  assigned  as  errors  in  law, 
that  the  judgment  was  insufficient,  and  that  it  should  have  been  for  the  defend- 
ant :  and  as  errors  in  fact,  first,  that  when  the  jury  gave  their  verdict  tlierc 
was  but  one  oi  the  justices  named  in  the  commission  present  in  Court ;  and. 
secondly,  that  the  verdict  w;is  not,  at  the  time  it  was  so  given,  entered  of 
record.  The  King's  coroner  and  attorney  answered  in  mdlo  est  eirattim  and 
prayed  that  the  judgment  miglit  be  affirmed. 

VOL.  XI.  —  1 


ESTOrrEL. 


No.  1.  —  Rex  V.  Carlile,  2  Barn.  &o  Adol.  362,  363. 


Held,  as  to  the  first  error  in  fact,  that  as  it  apjjeared  by  the  nM><ir(l  that  the 
verdict  vA'as  e;iven  at  a  session  holden  before  several  of  the  coniniissioners  and 
justices,  tlie  plaiutift'  in  error  could  not  be  allowed  to  aver,  in  contradiction  to 
the  record,  that  only  one  of  the  justices  was  j)rcsent  when  the  jury  gave  their 
verdict:  and  the  answer,  in  nullo  est  erratum,  is  no  admission  of  the  fact 
assigned  for  error,  unless  it  could  lawfully  he  assigned,  and  is  well  assigned  in 
jxjint  of  form. 

Held,  also,  that  the  second  error  in  fact  assigned,  was  no  error,  inasmuch  as 
it  was  impossible  that  a  verdict  should  be  recorded  at  the  time  when  it  was 
given,  the  recording  of  it  being  necessarily  an  act  subsequent  to  the  delivery  of 
the  verdict  by  a  jury. 

This  case  was  argued  on  a  former  day  in  this  term  by  the 
defendant  in  person,  and  Wightman  for  the  Crown  :  the  arguments 
urged  and  authorities  cited  are  so  fully  stated  and  commented  on 
in  the  judgjnent  delivered  by  the  Court,  that  it  is  deemed  un- 
necessary to  state  them  here. 

Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  the  course  of  the  term,  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court.  This  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  a 
writ  of  error  directed  to  the  commissioners  of  oyer  and  terminer 
of  the  city  of  London,  upon  a  suggestion  of  error  in  the  record 
and  process,  and  in  the  giving  of  judgment  upon  an  indictment 
against  Eichard  Carlile  for  the  publication  of  a  malicious  and 
seditious  libel,  whereof  he  was  convicted  before  them  ;  and  com- 
manding them  to  send  the  record  and  process,  with  all 
[*  363]  things  touching  the  same,  under  *  their  seals  or  the  seal 
of  one  of  them,  on  a  day  therein  mentioned,  before  his 
Majesty,  so  that  in  inspecting  the  record  and  process  he  might 
cause  further  to  be  done  thereupon  for  amending  the  error,  as  o'f 
right  and  according  to  the  laws  and  customs  of  England  should 
be  meet  to  be  done.  The  return  to  this  writ  w^as  made  by  the 
lord  mayor  of  London,  and  it  contained  the  record  of  an  indict- 
ment found  before  the  lord  mayor  and  others,  by  virtue  of  a  com- 
mission under  the  great  seal,  directed  to  the  justices  therein  named, 
and  others,  or  any  two  or  more  of  them,  to  inquire  of  several 
offences  tlierein  particularly  named,  nnd  all  otlicr  evil  doings, 
offences,  and  injuries  whatsoever,  and  to  hear  and  determine  the 
same  according  to  the  laws  and  customs  of  England.  The  record 
then  set  forth  the  indictment  so  found  against  Richard  Carlile, 
his  plea  of  not  guilty,  issue  joined  tliereupon,  and  a  day  given  to 
the  parties  at  tlie  next  session  of  oyer  and  terminer.  It  then  pro- 
ceeded to  state,  that  at  the  next  session   holden  before  the  lord 
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luayur,  .several  of  the  Judge.s,  aldermen,  recorder,  and  others  named 
in  the  commission,  the  defendant,  Kichard  Carlile,  was  tried  before 
a  jury  of  the  country,  and  by  their  verdict  found  guilty  of  the 
premises  charged  in  the  second  and  third  counts  of  the  indictment, 
and  that  thereupon  judgment  was  given  by  the  Court  against 
him. 

Upon  this  return,  the  defendant  assigned  several  errors  in  law 
and  in  fact.  The  errors  in  law  assigned  were,  that  the  indictment 
was  insufficient,  and  that  judgment  should  have  been  given  there- 
upon for  the  defendant,  liichard  Carlile.  The  errors  in  fact  assigned 
were,  first,  that  at  the  time  when  the  jury  gave  their  ver- 
dict *  against  the  defendant,  there  was  but  one  of  the  [*  364] 
justices  named  in  the  commission  present  in  Court ;  and, 
secondly,  that  the  verdict  was  not,  at  the  time  it  was  so  given, 
entered  of  record.  The  King's  coroner  and  attorney  in  this  Court 
answered  the  assignment  of  errors  in  these  words,  viz.,  "That 
there  is  not,  either  in  the  record  and  process  aforesaid,  or  in  the 
giving  the  judgment  aforesaid  against  the  said  Eichard  Carlile, 
any  error;  and  prays  that  the  Court  may  proceed  to  examine  as 
well  the  record  and  process  aforesaid,  as  the  matters  aforesaid  above 
assigned  for  error,  and  that  the  judgment  may  be  affirmed." 

Upon  this  state  of  the  record  it  appears  that  the  defendant 
Carlile,  who  is  the  plaintifl"  in  error,  had  assigned  errors  both  in 
law  and  in  fact,  whicli  is  irregular,  and  could  not  have  been 
allowed,  if,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  it  had  been  thought 
right  to  demur  for  the  duplicity,  but  that  this  was  waived. 

The  plaintiff"  in  error  was  brought  before  the  Court  by  habeas 
corpus,  and  was  heard  to  argue  in  person  in  support  of  his  writ 
of  error. 

i      In  the  course  of  the  argument,  we  gave  our  opinion  upon  the 

.matters  in  law  assigned  for  error ;  and  it  is  not  now  necessary  to 

"say  more  than  that  the  libel  of  which  the  defendant   lias    been 

found  guilty  is  one  of  a  most  mischievous  and  malignant  character, 

and  is  charged  upon  the  record  in  due  form  of  law. 

Upon  the  second  error  in  fact  assigned,  we  also  gave  our  opinion, 
that  it  was  no  error  in  fact,  as  well  because  it  is  impossible  that  a 
verdict  should  be  recorded  at  the  time  it  is  given,  the  record  of 
it  being  necessarily  an  act  subsequent  to  the  delivery  of  the 
verdict  by  a  *  jury,  as  because  there  is  no  time  fixed  by  [*  365] 
law  for  the  recording  of  a  verdict ;  the  practice  being,  that 
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a  minute  of  the  verdict  should  be  entered  forthwith  by  the  officer 
of  the  Court,  and  entered  of  record  witli  the  other  proceedings  at 
some  subsequent  time',  when  a  formal  record  of  the  whole  may  be 
required.  And  the  minute  so  entered  is  considered  by  the  Court 
in  which  the  proceeding  takes  place  as  evidence  of  the  verdict, 
although  the  record  may  not  have  been  regiilarly  drawn  up  in 
form. 

In  support  of  the  first  error  in  fact  assigned,  reference  was  made 
to  a  passage  in  the  Commentary  of  Sir  William  Elackstone,  b.  4,. 
c.  30  (4  Bla.  Comm.  p.  390),  W' herein  it  is  said,  that  if  a  commission 
be  directed  to  two  or  mt)re  persons  and  others,  or  any  of  them,  of 
whom  one  of  the  two  named  shall  be  one,  and  the  others  proceed 
without  the  presence  of  either  of  the  two  thus  named,  all  the 
proceedings  are  void,  and  may  be  falsified  upon  bare  inspection, 
without  the  trouble  of  a  writ  of  error.  A  doctrine  to  the  same 
effect  is  to  be  found  in  other  writers.  It  is  obvious  that  this 
doctrine  applies  only  to  cases  wherein  it  appears,  upon  the  face 
of  the  proceedings,  that  they  were  had  in  the  absence  of  both 
the  persons,  the  presence  of  one  of  whom  was  required  by  the 
commission ;  in  such  a  case  the  proceedings  are  evidently  void 
upon  the  l)are  inspection,  and  are  to  be  quashed  without  any  writ 
of  error. 

To  this  objection,  two  answers  were  ofCered  on  behalf  of  the 
prosecution :  — 

First,  That  in  the  case  of  a  misdemeanor,  as  this  is,  a  privy 
verdict  may  be  given  (Co.  Litt.  227  b. ;  '.)  Inst.  110  ;  liex  v.  Zod- 
imjliam,  Sir  T.  Eaym.  193  ;  see  Plowd.  211),  from  whence 
[*  366]  it  was  *  inferred  that  a  verdict  might  be  received  by  one 
commissioner  only;  and,  secondly,  that  as  it  appears  by 
the  record  in  tlie  present  case  that  tlie  verdict  was  given  at  a 
session  holden  before  several  of  the  commissioners  and  justices, 
the  plaintiff  in  error  could  not  be  allowed  to  aver  that  only  one 
of  the  justices  was  present  when  the  jury  gave  their  verdict,  such 
an  averment  l)elng  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  record. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  say  anything  on  the  first  point,  because, 
upon  the  second  ])oint  urged  on  tlu;  belialf  of  the  prosecution,  viz., 
that  the  allegation  of  the  plnintilf  in  the  writ  of  error  cannot  be 
received,  because  it  is  in  direct  contradiction  to  the  record,  we 
think  ourselves  bound  liy  the  authorities  in  the  ])Ooks,  which  are 
numerous   and    consistent,   to   decide  that    the    plaintiff  in   error 
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cannot  be  received  to  make  the  averment  contrary  to  the  record. 
It  i.s  our  duty  to  decide  according  to  the  rules  and  principles  of 
law  handed  down  to  us  by  a  series  of  the  decisions  of  our  prede- 
cessors ;  and  it  is  not  consonant  to  the  general  principles  of  the 
administration  of  justice  to  allow  the  judgments  of  Courts  to  be 
vacated  upon  matters  of  form,  no  way  connected  with  the  merits 
of  the  case  ;  and  the  mere  fact  of  receiving  the  verdict  of  a  jury 
after  the  trial  is  certainly  an  objection  of  this  class  :  the  error 
assigned  is  only  as  to  the  time  of  receiving  the  verdict,  and  not 
as  to  the  time  of  the  trial,  or  of  the  direction  given  t(j  the  jury. 

If  error  in  fact  be  assigned,  the  general  answer  that  there  is 
no  error  in  the  record  or  proceedings,  is  not  an  admission  of  the 
fact,  unless  the  fact  can  lawfully  be  assigned  for  error  and  is  well 
assigned  in  form.  In  all  other  cases  this  general  assertion 
is  considered  only  as  *  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer,  bring-  [*  367] 
ing  the  law  of  the  case  before  the  Court  for  its  decision. 
In  the  case  of  King  v.  Gosper  and  Another,  Yelv.  58,  which  was  an 
assifjnment  of  error  in  fact  contrary  to  the  record,  the  Court  sav, 
the  defendant,  by  pleading  in  nvUo  est  erratum,  does  not  confess 
this  to  be  error,  but  only  puts  himself  upon  the  judgment  of  the 
Court.  In  OJccovcr  v.  Ovrrhunj,  Sir  T.  Eaym.  231,  the  rule  is  laid 
down  by  Lord  Hale  thus  :  "  When  error  in  fact  is  well  assigned 
for  error,  in  nullo  est  erratum  amounts  to  a  confession  of  the  fact  ; 
as  if  infancy  be  assigned,  the  plaintiff  (i.  e.,  the  plaintiff  lielow) 
cannot  plead  in  niiUo  est  erratum,  because  by  it  he  confesseth  the 
infancy,  for  he  ought  to  take  issue ;  but  if  the  party  assign  for 
error  that  the  Court  did  not  sit,  or  that  the  defendant  did  not 
appear,  which  assignments  are  of  matters  of  fact,  but  not  well 
made,  there  in  nullo  est  erratum  amounts  to  a  demurrer." 

The  same  rule  is  laid  down  in  more  concise  terms  in  an  Anony- 
mous Case,  1  Ventris,  252,  which  probably  was  in  truth  the  case 
last  quoted.  The  same  doctrine  is  to  be  found  in  Hudson  v.  Banks, 
Cro.  Jac.  28,  and  in  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Willans,  1  Bligh  (N.  S.), 
415,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  1827,  the  opinion  of  the  then  Lord 
Chancellor  was  to  the  same  effect;  and  the  practice  on  writs  of 
error  has  been  conformable  to  this  rule. 

The  authorities  are  equally  clear  that  a  party  cannot  be  re- 
ceived to  aver  as  error  in  fact,  a  matter  contrary  to  the  record. 
In  1  Inst.  260,  Lord  Coke  says,  "The  rolls  being  the  records  or 
memorials  of  the  Judges  of  the  Courts  of  Eecord,  import  in  them 
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such  ineontroUable  credit  and  verity,  as  they  admit  of 
[*  368]   no  averment,   plea,  *or  proof  to  the  contrary.      And   if 

such  a  record  be  alleged,  and  it  be  pleaded  that  tliere  is 
no  such  record,  it  shall  be  tried  only  by  itself;  and  the. reason 
hereof  is  apparent,  for  otherwise  (as  our  old  authors  say,  and  that 
truly)  there  should  never  be  any  end  of  controversies,  which 
should  be  inconvenient." 

The  cases  before  quoted  from  Yelverton  and  Sir  Thomas  Raymond 
are  direct  autliorities  upon  this  point,  as  well  as  that  for  whicli  they 
were  cited ;  and  one  of  the  instances  put  by  Lord  Hale,  viz.,  that 
the  Court  was  not  sitting,  is  very  like  the  present  case.  Other 
cases  were  quoted  at  the  bar  upon  this  point :  Whistler  v.  Lee,  Cro. 
Jac.  359,  Plumrr  v.  Wehh,  2  Lord  Ray.  1415  ;  and  the  authori- 
ties in  Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Error,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  them, 
but  it  may  be  proper  to  observe  that  one  of  them,  viz.,  MoJiiis.  v. 
IVerhy,  1  Lev.  76,  1  Sid.  94,  1  Keble,  355,  is  quite  analogous  to 
the  present.  That  was  a  writ  of  error  on  a  judgment  in  the  Palace 
Court,  said  to  be  holden  before  James  Duke  of  Ormond  :  the  error 
assigned  was,  that  the  Court  was  not  holden  before  the  duke,  but 
before  his  deputy;  and  tliis  was  held  not  assignable,  being  con- 
trary to  the  record.  In  the  case  of  Bowsse  v.  Camii/n/ton,  Cro. 
Jac.  244;  the  error  assigned  was,  that  one  W.  B.,  of  Bradfield,  was 
returned  upon  the  jury  process,  and  one  W.  B.,  of  Metfield,  who 
was  another  person,  and  not  returned,  was  sworn.  And  this  was 
held  not  assignable  for  error  because  contrary  to  tlie  record,  and 
the  party  estopped  ;  for  otherwise  every  record  might  be  brought 
in   question  upon   such  surmise.     I  will   mention    one   more  case 

only,  which  is  a  decision  upon  both  points,  viz.,  Cole  v. 
[*  369]    Green,  1  Lev.  309.     An  action  of  *  waste  was  brought  in 

the  Court  of  Hustings  of  the  city  of  London;  there  were 
two  trials ;  upon  tlie  first  the  verdict  was  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
upon  the  second  for  the  defendant,  and  the  judgment  was  given 
for  the  defendant.  Tlie  plaintiff  brought  a  writ  of  error,  wliich 
was  heard  before  several  of  the  Judges  assigned  for  that  purpose 
at  St.  Martin's  le  (Irand ;  the  errors  there  assigned  are  not  appli- 
cable to  tlie  present  case.  The  judgment  given  for  the  defendant 
ill  tlu'  Hustings  was  reversed,  :iiid  judgment  given  for  the  idaintiff 
on  the  first  verdict.  T'^pon  this  reversal  of  the  judgment,  the 
original  def(md:int  brought  a  writ  of  error  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
and  tli(;re  assigned  for  ei'ror  lliat  the  jury  did  not  come  out  of  the 
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four  nearest  wards,  as  by  the  custom  of  Londou  they  ought  to  do. 
The  defendant  in  error  pleaded  in  nullo  est  erratum,  and  upon 
argument,  the  Lords,  with  the  advice  of  th(^  Judges,  resolved, 
Hi'st,  that  this  was  not  assignable  for  error,  being  contrary  to  the 
record,  because  the  awai'd  of  the  venire  facias  is  out  of  the  four 
nearest  wards,  and  the  writ  returned  served  accordingly ;  and, 
secondly,  that  in  nullo  est  erratum  is  a  demurrer;  and  although 
there  be  error  in  fact,  that  is  not  confessed  by  th-e  demurrer,  it  not 
being  assignable,  but  the  demurrer  upon  it  is  in  point  of  law, 
because  not  assignable,  and  the  judgment  given  at  St.  Martin's 
was  affirmed.  This  is  a  judgment  pronounced  by  the  highest 
tribunal  of  the  country  :  the  matter  is  settled,  as  I  have  before 
observed,  by  a  series  of  decisions ;  and  the  rules  in  this  respect 
have  been  perfectly  established,  and  long  known  and  received  as 
law  in  Westminster  Hall.  For  these  reasons  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below  must  be  affirmed.  Judgment  afirmed. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  following  statement  of  principles  is  made  in  the  joint  opinion 
of  the  Judges  delivered  in  answer  to  questions  put  by  the  House  of 
Lords  in  tlie  celebrated  cause  known  as  The  DucJiess  of  Klngsfoii's 
Case.  ''From  tlie  variety  of  cases  relating  to  judgments  being  given 
in  evidence  in  civil  suits,  these  two  deductions  seem  to  follow  as  gen- 
erally true:  First,  That  the  judgment  of  a  Court  of  concurrent  juris- 
diction directly  upon  tlie  point,  is,  as  a  plea,  a  bar,  or  as  evidence 
conclusive  between  the  same  parties,  upon  tlie  same  matter  directly  in 
question,  in  another  Court :  Secondly,  That  tlie  judgment  of  a  Court 
of  exclusive  jurisdiction,  directly  upon  the  point,  is  in  like  manner 
conclusive  upon  the  same  matter,  between  the  same  parties,  coming 
incidentally  in  question  in  another  Court,  for  a  different  purpose.  But 
neither  the  judgment  of  a  concurrent  or  exclusive  jurisdiction  is  evi- 
dence of  any  matter  which  came  collaterally  in  question,  though  witliin 
their  jurisdiction;  nor  of  any  matter  incidentally  cognizable;  nor  of 
any  matter  to  be  inferred  by  argument  from  the  judgment."  Lords' 
Journals  (19  April,  1776),  Vol.  34,  p.  655.  See  also  2  Smith's  Lead. 
Cas. 

In  order  that  a  judgment  may  be  admissible  in  subsequent  proceed- 
ings it  must  be  that  of  a  Court  Icnown  to  the  law.  Bogi'i's  v.  Wood 
(1831),  2  P>.  &  Ad.  245.  To  create  the  plea  of  res  judicata  it  must  be 
the  judgment  of  a  Court  of  concurrent  or  exclusive  jurisdiction.  Atfor- 
ucy-Gmeral  for  Trinidad  and  Tobago  v.  Eriche  (1893),  1893,  A.  C. 
518,  63  L.  J.'  P.  C.  6,  69  L.  T.  ii05. 
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The  distinction  between  matters  of  concurrent  and  exclusive  juris- 
diction made  in  tlie  passage  of  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  above  quoted 
from  The  Duchess  of  Kinrjston^s  Case,  is  referred  to  and  insisted  on  in 
the  opinion  delivered  by  Lord  Chelmsford  in  the  Scotch  case  of 
Mackintosh  v.  Smith  (1865),  4  Macq.  913,  924. 

Under  the  several  Jurisdictions  formerly  exercised  by  the  Courts  of 
Law  and  Equity,  a  party  was  not  necessarily  prevented  from  suing  at 
law  because  he  has  been  refused  relief  in  equity.  Lord  Trederjar  v. 
^yi,ulus  (1875),  L.  K.,  19  Eq.  G07,  44  L.  J.  Ch.  268,  32  L.  T.  596,  23 
W.  11.  511  ;  Beere  v.  Fleminy  (1862),  13  Ir.  C.  L.  R.  506;  Long- 
mead  y.2Iaple  (1865),  18  C.  B.  (X.  S.)  255,  11  Jur.  (N.  S.)  177, 12  L. 
T.  143,  13  W.  R.  469. 

But,  as  the  Courts  liave  been  reconstituted  under  the  Judicature 
Act,  an  order  of  the  Chancery  Division  will  bar  a  subsequent  action  in 
the  Queen's  Bench  Division.  Serrao  v.  Nod  (C.  A.  1885),  15  Q.  B.  D. 
549. 

A  party  to  an  action  in  tlie  Chancery  Division  in  which  the  verdict 
of  a  jur\'  liad  been  obtained  that  a  will  was  forged  and  judgment  given 
accordingly  to  set  aside  a  compromise  under  which  the  will  had  been 
established,  was  held  estopped  in  a  subsequent  action  in  tlie  Probate 
Division  from  denying  the  forgery.  It  was  held  that  although  the 
Chancerj'^  Division  has  no  jurisdiction  to  revoke  the  probate  of  a  will, 
the  forgery  having  been  establislied  in  an  action  in  which  the  Chancery 
Division  had  jurisdiction,  and  where  the  forgeiy  was  directly  in  issue, 
could  not  be  retried  in  the  Probate  action.  Priestinan  v.  Thomas 
(1884),  9  P.  D.  210,  53  L.  J.  P.  109,  51  L.  T.  843,  32  W.  R.  842. 

Tlie  iile  of  proceedings  in  bankru})tcy  is  not  a  record,  but  may  be 
questioned.  Ex ixirtc  Bacon,  In  re  Bond  (C.  A.  1S80),  17  Ch.D.  447, 
44  L.  T.  834,  29  W.  R.  574. 

A  judgment  of  the  Count}^  Court  not  appealed  against  or  set  aside  is 
a  bar  to  jn'oceedings  in  respect  of  the  same  matter  in  tlie  High  Court; 
Poi/ser  v.  Minors  (1881),  7  Q.  B.  D.  329,  50  L.  J.  Q.  B.  r>r)o,  45  L.  T.  33, 
29  AV.  R.  773;  Fease  v.  Cha;ffor  (1863),  3  B.  &  8.  620,  32  L.  J.  M.  C. 
121,  9  Jur.  (N.  S.)  664,  8  L.  T.  613,  11  W.  R.  5(53.  But  where  the 
defendant  in  a  County  Court  action  has  obtained  a  verdict  on  a  counter 
claim  for  damages  to  an  amount  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  that  Court, 
and  judgment  has  been  entered  for  him,  but  no  relief  granted  in  re- 
spect of  the  balance  in  excess  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  he  is  not  es- 
■top]K''|  I'lMiii  suing  ill  the  High  Court  upon  the  same  cause  of  action; 
il'r/jsfcr  V.  .irn/sfronff  (1885),  54  L.  J.  Q.  ]>.  23G :  and  in  such  a  case 
the  defi'udaiit  in  the  High  Court  is  esto])])ed  by  the  ])roceedings  in  the 
County-  Court  from  denying  the  plaintiffs  right  of  action,  the  only 
question   Irft   being   the  amount    of   the  daniagi's;   ///,      A   judgment   of 
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the  County  Court  as  to  matters  within  its  jurisdiction  is  conclusive 
between  the  same  parties  equally  with  a  judgment  of  the  Superior 
Court.  Flitters  v.  AUfrei,  (1874),  L.  E.,  10  C.  P.  29,  44  L.  J.  C.  P. 
73,  31  L.  T.  878,  23  W.  E.  442.  In  this  case  the  Lokd  Chikf  .Jcstuk 
who  tried  the  case  in  the  Superior  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the 
j)laiutiff  had  obtained  liis  judgment  in  the  County  Court  by  means  of 
]ierjured  evidence;  and,  though  he  felt  bound  to  decide  in  his  favour  on 
the  point  of  res  jiidiratn,  refused  him  his  costs.  The  ruling  on  both 
points  was  upheld  by  the  Divisional  Court. 

The  judgment  of  a  British  Consular  Court  aiul  payment  of  the  sum 
recovered,  is  a  bar  to  an  action  in  this  country  between  the  parties  for 
the  same  matter.  Barber  v.  Lamb  (1860),  8  C.  P..  (X.  S.)  95,  29  L.J. 
C.  P.  234,  6  Jur.  (X.  S.)  981,  8  w!  E.  461. 

The  award  of  an  arbitrator  as  to  the  construction  of  a  contract  is  con- 
clusive as  to  its  construction  in  a  sub.sequent  action  for  other  breaches 
of  the  same  contract.  Gueret  v.  Audony  (C.  A.  1893),  62  L.  J.  Q.  P>. 
633. 

In  Wright  v.  London  General  Omnibus  Co.  (1877),  2  Q.  B.  D.  271, 
46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  429,  36  L.  T.  590,  25  W.  E.  647,  it  was  decided  on  a 
principle  analogous  to  res  judicata,  that,  where  a  person  injured  by  a 
street  collision  had  availed  himself  of  a  statutory  summary  remedy 
against  the  driver  of  the  uftcnding  vehicle,  he  could  not  afterwards  sue 
the  proprietor  in  respect  of  the  same  occurrence. 

In  order  that  an  action  may  bar  subsequent  proceedings,  it  must 
have  gone  to  judgment.  Hitchin  v.  Campbell,  2  Wm.  Bl.  831,  3  Wils. 
304,  Lofil,  208.  Thus  discontinuance  of  an  action  and  payment  of 
costs  by  a  party  after  dismis.sal  of  an  interlocutory  application  does  not 
create  an  estoppel:  Massain  v.  Thorleifs  Cattle  Food,  Co.  (C.  A.  1880), 
14  Ch.  D.  748,  42  L.  T.  851,28  W.  E.  966;  nor  is  the  dismissal  of  a 
petition  for  divorce  before  hearing  a  bar  to  a  second  petition:  Hall  v. 
Hall  (1879),  48  L.  J.  P.  &  D.  57.  A  judgment  by  consent  operates  as  an 
estoppel  as  much  as  a  judgment  arrived  at  by  the  Court  after  exercis- 
ing its  mind  on  the  matters  in  controversy:  In  re  South  American 
and  Mexican  Co.  (C.  A.  1894),  1895,  1  Ch.  687,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  189,  71 
L.  T.  594,  43  W.  E.  131;  but  an  order  by  consent  to  dismiss  an  action 
for  want  of  prosecution,  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement  to  compromise 
has  not  that  effect :  Magnus  v.  National  Bank  of  Scotland  (1888),  57 
L.  J.  Ch.  902,  58  L.  T.  617,  36  W.  E.  602.  It  seems  doubtful  whether 
a  judgment  in  one  action  before  the  trial  of  the  other  can  so  operate, 
unless  the  judgment  was  obtained  before  the  issue  of  the  writ  in  the 
second  action.  But  it  is,  at  all  events,  admissible  in  evidence.  HouS' 
toun  v.  Sligo  (Marquis)  (C.  A.  1885),  29  Ch.  D.  448,  52  L.  T.  96. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  verdict  on  issues  in   a  suit  between  prede- 
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cessors  in  title  did  not  of  itself  create  an  estoppel,  but  that  the  decree 
and  pleadings  must  also  be  taken  into  consideration,  both  to  construe 
the  verdict  and  to  ascertain  what  effect  was  given  to  it  by  tlie  Court. 
Kohinsonx.  Dnleej)  Singh  (1879),  11  Oi.  D.  798,  48  L.J.  Cli.  758,  39 
L.  T.  313.  27  W.  E.  21. 

A  judicial  finding  or  verdict  on  which  judgment  has  followed,  is  con- 
clusive evidence  as  to  a  matter  at  issue,  whenever  the  same  matter 
shall  be  afterwards  in  question  between  the  same  parties.  Outram  v. 
Moreivood  (1803),  3  East,  346,  7  R.  K.  473;  Ex  parte  Harper,  In  re 
Bremner  (1875),  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  379,  44  L.  J.  Bank.  57,  32  L.  T.  317, 
23  W.  R.  433;  Thomson  v.  Mmre  (1889),  23  L.  E.  Ir.  599;  Butler  v. 
Butler  (C.  A.  1894),  1894,  V.  25,  G3  L.  J.  V.  1,  69  L.  T.  545,  42  W. 
Iv.  49.  For  this  purpose  it  is  essential  that  the  fact  at  issue  and  the 
parties  in  the  latter  suit  be  the  same  as  in  the  former.  Carter  v. 
James  (1844),  13  M.  &  W.  137,  2  D.  &  L.  236,  13  L.  J.  Ex.  373,  8 
.Tur.  912:  Florence  v.  Jennings  (1857),  2  C.  B.  (^\  S.)  454,  26  L.  J. 
0.  y.  274,  3  Jur.  (N.  S.)  772  ;  Goueher  v.  Clayton  (1865),  34  L.  J. 
Ch.  239,  11  Jur.  (X.  S.)  107,  13  W.  R.  336;  In  re  Deeleifs  Patent 
(C.  A.  1895),  1895,  1  Ch.  687,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  480,  72  L.  T.  702,  43  W. 
R.  517. 

A.  judgment  recovered  or  claim  dismissed  in  a  former  action  is  a  bar 
to  another  action  if  the  demand  in  both  actions  is  substantially  the 
same,  and  if  the  amount  sought  in  the  second  action  was  or  might  have 
been  recovered  in  the  former.  BucMandy.  Johnson  (1854),  2  C.  L.  R. 
704;  15  C.  B.  145,  23  L.  J.  C.  P.  204,  18  Jur.  775;  Barber  v.  Lamb 
(1860),  8  C.B.  (N.  S.)  95  {supra  cit.)  ;  Maedongall  v.  Knight  (C.  A. 
1890),  25  Q.  B.  D.  1,  59  L.  J.  Q.  B.  517,  63  L.  T.  43,  38  W.  R.  553; 
Russell  V.  Waterford  and  Limerick  Hailway  Co.  (1885),  16  L.  R.  Ir. 
314.  A  plaintiff,  moreover,  who  had  got  damages  in  an  action  for  mis- 
representation, was  not  allowed  to  sue  for  further  damage  accruing 
since  the  judgment.  Clarke  v.  Yorke  (1882),  52  L.  J.  Cli.  32,  47  L. 
T.  381,  31  W.  R.  62,  and  see  also  Neuungton  v.  Lenj  (1870),  L.  R.,  6 
C.  V.  J  80,  40  L.  J.  C.  P.  29,  23  L.  T.  595,  19  W.  R.  473. 

Th(;  grounds  of  relief  in  the  two  actions  must  not  be  different:  Hun- 
ter V.  Steirart  (1861),  4  DeG.  F.  »fe  J.  168,  and  see  Clarke  v.  3Udland 
(ircat  Western  Rail  way  Co.  (1895),  2  Ir.  R.  294  ;  and  it  must  be  shown 
that  in  the  former  suit  the  ])laintiff  juight  have  recovered  what  he 
.se.-ks  in  the  latter  :  Xrlson  v.  Couch  (1863),  15  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  99,  10 
Jur.  (X.  S.)  36(),  8  L.  T.  577,  11  W.  R.  964;  Jnre  Kershaw,  Whitta- 
krr  V.  Kershaw  (C.  A.  1890),  45  Ch.  ]).  320,  60  L.  J.  Cli.  9,  63  L.  T. 
2(1:;.  .'59  W.  R.  23.  And  s<;e  als(.  JlrmltHj  v.  JJ7//r;M(1832),  5  Carr.  & 
J'aync,  54. 

Similarly,   a  person   cannot  be   niadc   to   answer   criminally  for  an 
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offence  for  which  lie  lias  already  been  tried,  lu'fj-  v.  UrdchenrhJfje 
(3  Mar.  1884),  48  Justice  of  the  Peace,  293  ;  but  it  will  be  otherwise 
where  the  offences  are  different,  though  the  facts  raay  be  the  same, 
Bollard  v.  Sprlnfj  (23  Feb.  1887),  51  Justice  of  the  Peace,  501. 

Where  the  plaintiff  has  obtained  a  verdict  in  a  case  in  which  the 
defendant  pleaded  a  set-oft',  the  defendant  cannot  afterwards  sue  the 
plaintiff  for  the  subject-matter  of  the  set-off:  East  mure  v.  Lcuves 
(1839),  5  Ping.  X.  C.  444;  7  Scott,  461;  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  431;  2  Arn.  54; 
3  Jur.  460.  But  a  defendant,  by  allowing  judgment  to  g(j  by  default 
in  an  action  to  which  he  has  a  good  defence,  is  not  estopped  from 
pleading  such  defence  in  a  subsequent  action  against  him  by  the  same 
plaintiff,  if  such  defence  is  not  inconsistent  with  any  traversable  aver- 
ment in  the  declaration  in  the  former  action.  Howlettv.  Tarte  (1861), 
10  C.  B.  (X.  S.)  813;  31  L.  J.  C.  P.  146;  9  W.  R.  868. 

A  person  is  not  precluded  from  availing  himself  of  two  causes  of 
action  arising  out  of  the  same  fact.  Thus  a  plaintiff,  who  had  recov- 
ered damages  for  injury  to  his  cab  by  defendant's  negligence,  was  held 
entitled  to  sue  him  for  personal  injury  caused  by  the  same  negligence. 
Brunsden  v.  Humph t-ei/  (C.  A.  1884)  14  Q.  B.  D.  141 ;  53  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
476;  51  L.  T.  529;  32  AV.  R.  944.  And  an  executrix  who  has  recov- 
ered under  Lord  Campbell's  Act  in  respect  of  the  death  of  her  testator, 
may  afterwards  claim  for  loss  to  his  personal  estate  during  his  lifetime, 
arising  from  his  illness  and  incapacity  consequent  upon  the  accident. 
Dahj  v.  Biddla,  U'lcklou-  and  Wexford  RalUvaij  Co,  (1892),  30  L.  R. 
Ir.  514.  An  order  by  a  magistrate  for  delivery  up  of  goods  detained 
without  just  cause  is  no  bar  to  subsequent  proceedings  for  damages 
arising  out  of  the  detention.  Midland  Hallway  Co.  v.  Martin  (1893), 
1893,  2  Q.  B.  172;  62  L.  J.  Q.  B.  517;  69  L.  T.  353;  Dover  v.  Child 
(1876),  1  Ex.  D.  172;  45  L.  J.  Ex.  462;  34  L.  T.  737;  24  W.  R.  537. 
And  where  a  husband  has  obtained  a  decree  for  judicial  separation,  he 
is  not  barred  from  filing  a  petition  for  dissolution.  Jfason  v.  Mason 
(C.  A.  1883),  8  P.  D.  21;  52  L.  J.  P.  27;  48  L.  T.  290;  31  W.  R.  361. 

It  has  been  held  that  judgment  for  defendant  in  trover  is  not  a  bar 
to  an  action  against  him  for  money  had  and  received;  v.  Camp- 
hell  (1771),  3  Wils.  240:  and  a  judgment  (in  the  modern  form)  "  that 
the  plaintiff  do  recover  possession  "  of  certain  land  does  not  operate  as 
an  estoppel  with  respect  to  the  duration  of  his  title  in  an  action  for 
mesne  profits  against  the  same  defendant.  Harris  v.  Mnlheim  (1875), 
1  Ex.  D.  31;   45  L.  J.  Ex.  244;  34  L.  T.  99;  24  W.  R.  208. 

A  record  works  an  estoppel  only  as  to  matters  capable  of  being  con- 
troverted between  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
action,  and  not  as  to  matters  which  arise  subsequently.  Hall  v.  Levy 
(1875),  L.  R.,  10  C.  P.  154;  44  L.  J.  C  P.  89;  31  L.  T.  727;  23  W.  R. 
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393;  In  re  Anglo-French  Co-operative  Societij  (1880),  14  Ch.  D.  533; 
49  L.  J.  Ch.  388;  28  W.  E.  580;  Massam  v.  Thorleij's  Cattle  Food  Co. 
(C.  A.  1880),  14  Ch.  D.  748;  42  L.  T.  851;  28  AV.  R.  966;  Heath  x. 
Weaverham  Overseers  (1894),  1894,  2  Q.B.  108;  63  L.  J.  M.  C.  187; 
70  L.  T.  729;  42  W.  E.  478. 

It  must  be  shown  that  the  matter  in  respect  of  which  it  is  sought 
to  enforce  the  estoppel  has  been  adjudicated  upon  in  the  former  case. 
Seddon  V.  Tntoi)  (1796),  6  T.  E.  607;  1  Esp.  401;  3  E.  E.  274;  Hadley 
V.  Green  (1832),  2  Cr.  &  J.  374;  2  Tyr.  390;  Bristowe  v.  Fairclouffh 
(1840),  1  Scott  N.  E.  161;  1  M.  &  Gr.  143.  So  the  dismissal  of  a 
bankruptcy  petition  grounded  on  non-compliance  with  a  bankruptcy 
notice,  is  not  a  bar  to  the  presentation  by  tlie  same  judgment  creditor 
of  a  second  petition  founded  on  non-compliance  with  a  second  bank- 
ruptcy notice  to  pay  the  same  debt.  In  re  J'itoria,  Fx  parte  V'doria 
(C.  A.  1894),  1894,  2  Q.  B.  387;  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  795  ;  71  L.  T.  48;  12  W. 
E.  529. 

A  judgment  is  conclusive  not  only  with  reference  to  the  actual 
matter  decided,  but  also  with  reference  to  the  grounds  of  the  decision, 
provided  that  these  can  be  discovered  from  the  judgment  itself.  In  re 
Bank  of  Hindustan,  China,  and  Japan,  Alison's  Case  (1873),  L.  E.  9 
Ch.  1;  43  L.  J.  Ch.  1;  22  W.  E.  113;  Eerj.  v.Hartinr/ton  Middle  Quar- 
ter {Township)  (1855),  4  El.  &  Bl.  780;  24  L.  J.'  M.  C.  98;  1  Jur. 
(K  S.)   586;  and  see  Thomson  v.  Moore  (1889),  23  L.  E.  Ir.  599. 

So  long  as  a  decision  stands,  it  cannot  be  impeached  by  subsequent 
proceedings.  ''I  cannot  imagine  anything  more  unsafe  than  to  at- 
tempt to  cut  down  the  effect  of  judgments  distinct  and  absolute  on  the 
face  of  them,  on  a  surmise  that  the  case  was  imperfectly  considered,  or 
that  the  Court  had  not  proper  materials  for  a  judgment."'  Pt'/' Cairns, 
L.  C,  in  Dandas  v.  Waddell  (H.  L.  1880),  5  App.  Cas.  249,  263. 
And  see  Peareth  v.  Marriott  (C.  A.  1882),  22  Ch.  D.  182;  52  L.  J.  Ch. 
221;  48  L.  T.  170;  31  W.  E.  08.  But  where  tin-  judgment  has  been 
set  aside,  it  will  not  prevent  a  subsequent  action.  Partington  v.  Haw- 
thorne (13  Nov.  1888),  52  Justice  of  the  Peaco.^S07. 

A  party  will  not  bo  prevented,  under  special  circumstances  and  on 
the  discovery  of  fresh  evidence,  from  initiating  fresh  proceedings. 
Peter>^  v.  7V////  (1886).  IIP.  D.  145;  55  L.  J.  P.  75;  35  W.  E.  183. 
But  the  special  circumstances  sliowing  tliat  the  evidence  could  not  with 
reasonable  diligence  have  been  sooner  obtained,  are  essential  elements 
to  tlie  right  of  relief,  and  must  be  pro))erly  brought  before  the  Court 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  retrial  of  the  principal  question.  In  re 
Ma, I,  Fx  jta.rte  House  (C.  A.  1885),  28  Ch.  D.  518;  54  L.  J.  Ch.  338; 
52  L.  T.  79;  33  W.  P.  917. 

The  decision  i)i  a  former  suit    is  not   necessarily  an    estoppel   against 
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a. plaintiff  (althougli  the  same  person)  suing  iu  a  different  capacity. 
Leggotty.  Great  Northern  JUdlwag  Co.  (187Gj,  1  Q.  B.  D.  599;  45  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  557;  35  L.  T.  384;  24  W.  R.  784.  Still  less  is  it  an  estoppel 
as  against  a  person,  not  a  party,  and  not  claiming  tlirough  a  party,  to 
the  former  suit.  Spene<'r  v.  Williams  (1871),  L.  K.,  2  P.  230;  40  L. 
J.  P.  45;  24  L.  T.  513;  11)  W.  Pt.  703.  But  the  privy  in  law  of  a 
party  will  be  ])ound  by  it,  as,  for  example,  an  executor;  Ennis  v. 
Rocliford  (1884),  M  L.  R.  Ir.  285:  or  the  successors  in  a  corporation; 
In  re  Walton-cuin-Trimley  Manor,  Ex  parte  Tonil'me  (1873),  28  L.  T. 
12;  21  W.  R.  475.  So  an  incumbent  who  comes  into  a  benefice  is 
.subject  to  the  burden  and  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  same  estoppel 
as  the  patron  who  appointed  him,  Magrath  v.  Reichel  (1888),  57  L.  T. 
850.  Where  the  plaintiff,  who  had  done  work  for  defendant's  wife  be- 
fore her  marriage,  had  got  judgment  against  her  separate  estate,  but  was 
unable  to  satisfy  it,  she  having  no  separate  estate;  it  was  held  that 
such  judgment  was  no  bar  to  an  action  for  the  debt  against  the  defend- 
ant, who  admitted  having  received  with  his  wife  assets  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  debt.  Berk  v.  Pierce  (C.  A.  1889),  23  Q.  B.  D.  31G;  58 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  516;  Gl  L.  T.  448;  38  W.  R.  29. 

A  judgment  may  also  be  a  bar  to  proceedings  by  a  person  who  is 
privy  in  estate  to  a  part}^  to  the  action,  or  one  of  a  multitude  of  persons 
having  the  same  general  right.  See  Blakemore  v.  Ghnnorganslilre 
Canal  Co.  (1835),  2  Cr.,  M.  &  R.  133;  1  Gale,  78;  5  Tyr.  603;  Cltif 
of  Londoji  {Seivers  Commissioners)  y.  GeUathj  (1876),  3  Ch.  D.  610;  45 
L.  J.  Ch.  788;  24  W.  R.  1059.  To  establish  privity  of  estate,  it  must 
be  shown  that  the  judgment  affected  the  land.  MercantiJe  Investment 
and  General  Trust  Co.  v.  Hirer  Plate  Trust,  Loan,  and  Agency  Co. 
(1893),  1894,  1  Ch.  578;  63  L.  J.  Ch.  366;  70  L.  T.  131;  42  W.  R.  365. 
A  judgment  in  an  indictment  for  re[)air  of  a  a-oad  pronounced  against  a 
person  liable  ratione  tenara'  has  been  held  conclusive  by  way  of  estoppel 
to  establish  the  liability  against  all  subsequent  tenants.  Beg.  v. 
Blakemore  (1852),  2  Den.  C.  C.  410;  21  L.  J.  M.  C.60;  16  Jurist,  154. 
Judgment  in  a  personal  action  is  no  estoppel  as  against  a  stranger; 
Natal  Land  and  Colonization  Co.  v.  Good  (1868),  L.  R.,  2  P.  C.  121; 
5  Moore  P.  C.  C.  (N.  S.)  132;  16  W.  R.  1086;  Doe  d.  Bacon  v.  Bnjdges 
(1844),  6  M.  &  G.  282;  7  Scott,  X.  R.  333;  13  L.  J.  C.  P.  200; 
Christy  v.  Tancred  (1842).  9  M.  &  W.  438:  unless  he  has  contracted 
to  indemnify  against  the  former  action,  and  is  being  sued  upon  his 
contract.  Parker  v.  Leicis  (1873),  L.  R.,  8  Ch.  1035;  43  L.  J.  Ch. 
281;  29  L.  T.  199;'  21  W.  R.  923;  but  see  Pritchard  v.  Hitchcock 
(1843)  6  M.  &  G.  151;  6  Scott  X.  R.  851;  King  v.  Norman  (1847), 
4  C.  B.  884;  17  L.  J.  C.  P.  23;  11  Jur.  824. 

Judgment  against  one  of  several  joint  contractors  or  debtors  is  a  bar 
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to  ail  actioii  against  aiiotlier  of  them.  Kiiuj  \.  lloare  (1844),  13  M. 
<&  W.  494 J  21).  &  L.  o82;  14  L.  J.  Ex.  29;  Ex  parte  ll'ujglas,  In.  re 
Tyler  (1858),  o  Ue  G.  &  J.  33;  27  L.  J.  Bank.  27;  4  .Jur.  (X.  8.)  595; 
Kendall  v.  ManiUfutb  (1879),  4  App.  Cas.  508;  48  L.  J,  C.  P.  705-  41 
L.  T.  418;  28  W.  K.  97;  Cambefortx.  Cluqunan  (1887),  19  Q.  I>.  I>. 
229;  5G  L.  J.  Q.  B.  639;  57  L.  T.  625;  35  W.  R.  838;  Unmmnv,!  v. 
Schojield  (1891),  1891,  1  Q.  B.  781;  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  539;  64  L.  T.  659; 
39  AV.  E.  491.  But  in  order  that  it  may  be  a  bar  it  must  be  sliown 
that  it  was  recovered  on  a  ground  which  operated  as  a  discharge  of  all. 
Phillips  V.  ffurd  (1863),  2  H.  &  C.  717;  33  L.  J.  Ex.  7;  9  Jur.  (N. 
S.)  1182;  9  L.  T.  345;  12  W.  R.  106;  and  see  Drake  v.  Mitchell  (1803), 
3  East,  251;  7  R.  R.  449,  followed  mVestry  of  Bermondsey  v.  Ramsey 
(1871),  L.  R.,  6  C.  P.  247,  251;  40  L.  J.  C.  P.  206;  24  L.  T.  429;  In 
re  Davidson  (1884),  13  Q.  B.  D.  50,  54;  50  L.  T.  635;  Weyrj-Prosser 
V.  Evans  (C.  A.  Nov.  1,  1894),  1894,  2  Q.  B.  101;  64  L.  J.  Q.  B.  1. 
It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  case  last  cited  expressly  overrules  the 
actual  decision  in  Camhefort  v.  Chapman,  supra,  and  to  some  ex- 
tent bears  out  the  remarks  made  upon  that  ease  in  the  note  to  No.  3  of 
"  Abatement,"  1  R.  C.  182.  It  would  further  appear,  on  the  authority 
of  Wegg-Prosser  \.  Evans,  that  an  unsatisfied  judgment  on  a  bill,  given 
by  one  joint  contractor  alone  for  the  joint  debt,  is  only  a  bar  to  the 
action  on  the  joint  contract,  if  it  is  given  and  taken  in  satisfaction 
of  the  original  obligation. 

A  contractor  who  recovers  judgment  against  an  agent  cannot  after- 
wards, on  discovering  the  principal,  sue  him.  although  the  judgment 
is  unsatisfied.  Priestley  v.  Ferule  (1865),  3  H.  &  C.  977;  11  Jur. 
(K  S.)  813;  13  W.  R.  1089. 

Final  judgment  against  one  joint  wrong-doer  is  a  bar  to  an  action 
against  another,  although  the  judgment  is  unsatisfied;  but  unless  it  is  sat- 
isfied, the  property  in  goods  obtained  by  the  wrong-doer  is  not  changed 
so  as  to  vest  it  in  the  person  against  whom  such  judgment  was  obtained. 
Brinsmead  v.  Harrison  (Ex.  Ch.  1872),  L.  R.,'  7  C.  P.  547;  41  L.  J. 
C.  P.  190;  27  L.  T.  99;  20  W.  R.  784.  Upon  this  point  the  judgment 
of  Parke,  P>.,  in  King  v.  Ifoare  (cited  1  R.  C.  180,  181),  and  the  case 
of  Brown  v.  Woofton,  Yelv.  67,  there  cited,  were  relied  on.  The  result  is, 
as  observed  by  Kelia',  C.  P>.,  in  this  case  {Brinsmead  \.  Harrison),  to 
establish  finally  the  rub;  that  judgmr-nt  recovered  against  one  of  tw<t 
or  more  joint  debtors,  or  of  two  or  more  wrong-doers,  is  a  bar  to  an 
action  against  the  others  for  the  same  cause. 
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AMERICAN    NOTES. 

The  principal  case  is  cited  in  1  Black  on  Judgnient.s,  .sect.  25.j ;  Van  Fleet 
on  Collateral  Attack,  sect.  bo.  And  see  Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  p.  l^.j :  "  In 
tlie  case  of  domestic  judgments,  parties  and  privies  are  estopped  in  collateral 
actions  to  deny  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  which  the  former  judgment 
was  recovered,  unless  it  appear  from  the  face  of  the  record  that  the  Court  had 
not  ac(piired  jurisdiction." 

No  principle  is  more  tirndy  .settled  tlian  that  when  a  Court  has  jurisdiction 
of  the  parties  and  subject-matter,  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  record,  its  judg- 
ment, unless  reversed  or  annulled  iu  some  proper  proceeding,  may  not  be 
collaterally  called  in  question  by  any  party  or  privy,  either  for  error  iu  the 
proceedings  or  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  Elliot  v.  Peirsol,  1  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup. 
Ct.),  340;  McG'oon  v.  Scales,  9  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  23;  Woodmcm  v. 
Smith,  37  Maine.  21  ;  Porter  v.  Gile,  47  Vermont,  (320  ;  Hendrick  v.  Whittemore, 
105  Massachusetts,  23 ;  Smith  v.  Shaw,  12  Johnson  (New  York),  257 ;  Yaple 
V.  Titus,  41  Penn.  State,  195;  80  Am.  Dec.  605;  Fndge  v.  State,  3  Gill  & 
Johnson  (Maryland),  103  ;  20  Am.  Dec.  4G3;  Lancaster  v.  Wilson,  27  Grattau 
(Virginia),  624;  Morris  v.  Gentry,  89  North  Carolina,  248;  Archer  v.  Gnill, 
67  Georgia,  195 ;  Moore  v.  Ware,  51  Mississippi,  206  ;  Kent  v.  Brown,  38 
Louisiana  Annual,  802  ;  Tadlock  v.  Eccles,  20  Texas,  782  ;  73  Am.  Dec.  213  ; 
Paul  V.  Smith,  82  Kentucky,  451 ;  Thacker  v.  Chambers,  5  Humphreys  (Ten- 
nessee), 313  ;  42  Am.  Dec.  431 ;  Bigelow  v.  Bigelow,  4  Ohio,  138;  19  Am.  Dec. 
591 ;  Saner  v.  Twining,  81  Indiana,  366 ;  Hai-ris  v.  Lester,  80  Illinois,  307  ; 
Hampson  v.  Weare,  4  Iowa,  13;  66  Am.  Dec.  116;  Yeoman  v.  Younger,  83 
Missouri,  424;  Wilkerson  v.  Schoonmaker,  77  Texas,  615;  19  Am.  St.  Rep. 
S03  ;  Indiana  cVc.  Ri/.  Co.  v.  Allen,  113  Indiana,  308;  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  650; 
Aforrill  v.  Morrill,  20  Oregon,  96;  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  95;  11  Lawyers'  Rep.  An- 
notated, 155 ;  Criin  v.  Kessing,  89  California,  478 ;  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  491  ; 
Pasewalkv.  Bollman,  29  Nebraska,  519  ;  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  399  ;  Dyettx.  Hijman, 
129  New  York,  351 ;  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  533 ;  Burner  \.  Hevener,  34  West 
A'irginia,  774;  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  948;  People  v.  Holladay,  93  California,  241  ; 
27  Am.  St.  Rep.  186 ;  Graham  v.  Culver,  3  Wyoming,  6:59  ;  31  Am.  St.  Rep. 
105 ;  Sullivan  v.  Shell,  36  South  Carolina,  578 ;  Baxter  v.  Myers,  85  Iowa, 
328;  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  298;  City  of  St.  Joseph  v.  Union  Ry.  Co.,  116  Missouri, 
636 ;  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  626  ;  Barr'ick  v.  Horner,  78  Maryland,  253  ;  44  Am.  St. 
Rep.  283  ;  Kleinschmidt  v.  Binzel,  14  Montana.  31 ;  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  604  ;  Carlisle 
v.  Killehreic,  89  Alabama,  329;  6  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  617;  Bolton  v. 
Schriever,  135  New  York,  65;  18  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  242;  Manning  v. 
Leighton,  65  Vermont,  84 ;  24  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  684  ("  Alabama  " 
award). 

The  same  rule  applies  in  habeas  corpus  proceedings  to  review  judgments  of 
Courts  of  general  jurisdiction,  so  far  as  it  concei'us  irregularities  or  errors  not 
taking  away  or  impairing  jurisdiction.  Ex  parte  Virginia,  100  I'nited  States, 
339  ;  0' Malta  v.  Wen'worlh,  65  Maine,  129  ;  In  re  Dougherty.  27  Vermont,  ;)25; 
Herrick  v.  Smith,  1  Ciray  (Mass.),  1  ;  61  Am.  Dec.  381  ;  People  v.  Liscomh,  (iO 
New  Y'ork,  559  ;  19  Am.  R"p.  211  ;    Williamson's  Case,  26  Penn.  State,  9  ;  67 
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Am.  Dec.  374 ;  Ex  parte  Rollins,  80  Virginia,  oil ;  In  re  ScJienck,  74  Nortli 
Carolina,  607;  Ex  parte  Simmons,  62  Alabama,  416;  Ex  parte  Boland,  11 
Texas  Appeals,  159 ;  Ex  parte  Shaw,  7  Ohio  State,  81 ;  70  Am.  Dec.  55 ; 
Patterson  v.  Pressley,  70  Indiana,  94;  People  v.  Foster,  104  Illinois,  156;  In  re 
Truman,  44  Missouri,  181 ;  In  re  Rolfs,  30  Kansas,  758  ;  Matter  of  Eaton,  27 
Michigan,  1 ;  Petition  of  Semler,  41  Wisconsin,  517  ;  Ex  parte  Lehmkuhl,  72 
California,  .53  ;  Ex  parte  Twohiy,  13  Nevada,  302  ;  In  re  Allison,  13  Colorado, 
525 ;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  224 ;  State  v.  Galloway,  5  Coldwell  (Tennessee),  326  ;  98 
Am.  Dec.  404. 

But  lack  of  jurisdiction  may  be  shown  on  habeas  corpus.  People  v.  Liscomh, 
60  New  York,  559 ;  19  Am.  Rep.  211  ;  Deckard  v.  State,  38  Maryland,  186 ; 
Matter  of  Tarble,  25  Wisconsin,  390 ;  3  Am.  Rep.  85 ;  In  re  Morris,  39  Kansas, 
28;  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  512;  Ex  parte  Rosenblatt,  19  Nevada,  439  ;  3  Am.  St.  Rep. 
901 ;  Smith  v.  State,  85  Alabama,  341  (constitutionality  of  a  statute)  ;  Wales 
V.  IF/u7»<?//,  114  United  States,  564  ;  Black  on  Judgments,  sect.  256";  Ex  parte 
Lange,  IS  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  163. 

If  the  record  of  a  Court  of  sui:)erior  jurisdiction  is  silent  on  the  subject  of 
jurisdiction,  jurisdiction  is  presumed  conclusively.  Horner  v.  State  Bank,  1 
Indiana,  130;  48  Am.  Dec.  355  ;  Coil  v.  Haven,  30  Connecticut,  190;  Mitchell 
v.  Meuley,  32  Texas,  460  ;  Messinger  v.  Kintner,  4  Binney  (Penn),  97;  Swear- 
engen  v.  Gulick,  67  Illinois,  208 :  Fogg  v.  Gibhs,  8  Baxter  (Tennessee),  464 ; 
Hahn  v.  Kelly,  34  California,  391  ;  "  a  thoroughly  considered  case  "  —  Bigelow  ; 
1  Black  on  Judgments,  sect.  271 :  Ilerrick  v.  Butler.  30  Minnesota,  156 ;  Evans 
v.  Young,  10  Colorado,  316 ;  Welsh  v.  ChilJs,  17  Ohio  State,  319 ;  Crank  v. 
Flowers,  4  Heiskell  (Tennessee),  629  ;  Woodhouse  v.  Fillbates,  77  Virginia,  317. 

If  lack  of  jurisdiction  appears  affirmatively  on  the  record,  it  may  be  taken 
ailvantage  of  collaterally.  Ferguson  v.  Crittenden  County.  6  Ai'kansas,  479  ; 
Fitzhugh  V.  Custer,  4  Texas,  391 ;  51  Am.  Dec.  728;  Wallx.  Wall,  123  Penn. 
State,  545 ;  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  549  ;  Furgeson  v.  Jones,  17  Oregon,  204;  11  Am. 
St.  Rep.  808 ;  and  in  the  case  of  Courts  of  inferior  or  limited  jurisdiction,  the 
jurisdiction  may  be  collaterally  impeached  unless  all  facts  essential  to  confer 
jurisdiction  are  spread  on  the  record.  Morse  v.  Preshy,  25  New  Hampshire, 
299;  Embury  v.  Conner.  3  New  York,  511;  Huntington  v.  Charlotte,  15  Ver- 
mont, 46  ;  Clark y.  Bryan,  16  Maryland.  171  ;  Arthur  \.  Stale,  22  Alabama,  61 ; 
Harris  v.  Hardeinan,  14  Howard  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  334  ;  Rowley  v.  Howard,  23 
California,  401 ;  Craioford  v.  Howard,  30  Maine,  422  ;  Sleen  v.  Sleen,  25  Mis- 
si.ssippi,  513;  Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  p.  141. 

The  same  is  true  of  superior  Courts  of  general  jurisdiction,  w^hen  acting 
under  limited  powers,  or  not  according  to  the  course  of  the  common  law. 
Pulaski  County  v.  Stuart,  28  Oral  tan  ("  the  most  satisfactory  and  reasonable 
statement  of  the  rule  that  we  have  encountered"  —  Black)  (A'irginia),  872; 
Wade  V.  Hancock,  76  Virginia,  620  ;  Cooper  v.  Sunderland,  3  Iowa,  114  ;  66 
Am.  Dec.  52 ;  1  Black  on  Judgments,  sect.  279,  citing  Thatcher  v.  Powell,  6 
Wheaton  (C  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  119,  and  other  cases. 
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No.  2.  SCOTT  '0.  SHEARMAN. 
(1775.) 

No.  :i  CONCHA  r.  CONCHA. 

(H.    L.    1886,   APPEAL    IN    action) 

DE  MORA  V.  CONCHA. 

RULE. 

A  JUDGMENT  ill  rem  of  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
is  conclusive  ag-ainst  all  the  world  as  to  the  matter  ad- 
judged  and  all  necessary  consequences. 

But  a  finding  of  the  Court  as  to  a  fact  which  is  not 
essential  to  the  determination  of  the  question  whether  the 
judgment  in  rem  ought  to  be  pronounced,  is  not,  although 
contained  in  the  judgment,  conclusive  as  a  judgment  /// 
rem  upon  the  fact  so  foimd. 

Scott  V.  Shearman. 

2   Will.  Black.  977-982. 

Judgment  in  rem  —  Conclusive  evidence. 

Condenmatidn  of  goods  in  the  Exchequer  is  so  conclusive,  and  so  alters  [07  7] 
their  property,  that  trespass  will  not  lie  against  the  officer  wlio  seized 
tlieni,  to  try  the  point  of  forfeiture  again. 

Trespass  against  five  Custom-house  officers  for  breaking  and 
entering  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  at  Harwich,  and  searching  and 
rummaging  the  same,  and  taking  away  certain  of  his  goods.  On 
Not  guilty  pleaded,  the  cause  was  tried  at  Chelmsford  Assizes  in 
Lent,  1774,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  £100,  on 
this  special  case  reserved :  The  defendants  (who  were  all  known 
to  be  Custom-house  officers),  on  the  24th  of  Augu.st,  1773,  entered 
the  plaintiffs  house  in  the  daytime,  in  the  company  of  the  plain- 
tiff, under  pretence  of  an  information  against  run  goods,  and 
demanded  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  their  keys,  which  they 
refu.sed  to  deliver,  and  desired  to  see  their  information,  whicli 
Shearman  refused  to  produce,  and  threatened,  if  they  %vould  not 
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<ri\'e  up  the  keys,  he  would  lireak  open  the  locks,  and  accordingly 
"ot  a  constable,  to  whom  he  produced  his  writ  of  assistance,  and 
broke  open  the  locks  of  the  chambers,  closets,  and  drawers,  and 
took  away  twenty  pints  of  Geneva  in  one  case  bottle,  and  ten 
pints  with  rue  steeped  therein  in  another  case  bottle,  which  was 
brouofht  that  morning  at  five  o'clock  from  on  board  the  plaintiff's 
vessel  (which  was  just  arrived  from  Flushing,  where  she  had  sold 
a  cargo  of  fish),  and  was  part  of  the  ship's  stores.  The  defendants 
gave  in  evidence  a  copy  of  the  record  of  condemnation  of  the  same 
Geneva  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  Michaelmas  Term,  1773 ;  and 
that  the  said  Geneva,  when  seized,  was  immediately  lodged  in  the 
King's  storehouse.  —  Qii.  Whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  ? 

This  case  was  argued  last  Michaelmas  Term,  before  Gould  and 
Blackstone,  Js.,  by  Glyn,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  Walker,  for  the 
defendants. 

The  questions  made  were  principally  two:  1.  Whether  the 
original  entry  of  the  defendants  without  a  constable  was 
[*  978]  tortious ;  *  and  2.  Whether  the  condemnation  in  the  Ex- 
chequer was  conclusive  evidence  to  the  jury ;  Glyn  con- 
tending that  it  only  was  conclusive  in  respect  to  t*he  forfeiture  of 
the  goods,  but  that  it  did  not  protect  the  officer  from  answering 
for  his  misbehaviour  in  an  action  of  trespass.  No  authorities  were 
cited  on  either  side ;  but  it  seemed  to  be  agreed  to  be  a  new  case. 

Gould,  J.,  thought  the  whole  was  to  be  considered  as  one 
transaction  ;  that  there  was  no  misbehaviour  on  the  part  of  the 
officers ;  that  the  case  did  not  import  an  entry  against  the  will  of 
the  plaintiff,  but  rather  the  contrary.  And  he  -inclined  to  think 
the  condemnation  was  conclusive  evidence,  but  desired  to  have, 
another  argument. 

Blackstone,  J.,  agreed,  that  there  was  no  special  misbehaviour 
on  the  part  of  the  officers,  provided  the  seizure  was  legal,  from  the 
goods  being  uncustomed  or  prohibited,  —  a  fact  which  the  jury  have 
found  in  the  negative.  But  he  doubted  how  far  the  condemnation 
in  the  Exchequer  was  conclusive  as  to  otlu'r  collateral  matters, 
distinct  from  the  property  vested  in  the  Crown  ;  and  wished  to 
have  the  case  argued  again,  tliat  this  matter  might  be  thoroughly 
considered. 

It  was  accordingly  argued  again  in  this  Term,  but  no  new  lights 
were  thrown  upon  the  (piestion  Ijy  anything  alleged  at  the  bar. 
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And  it  was  now  held  by  the  whole  Court  (I)E  (xKEV,  C.  J.. 
Gould,  Blackstone,  and  Xakes,  Js.)  that  there  was  no  mis- 
behaviour on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  that  the  condemna- 
tion in  the  Exchequer  was  conclusive  evidence  to  the  jury  in  an 
fiction  of  trespass  for  seizing  the  goods  condennied. 

Blackstone,  J.,  who  had  conceived  a  doubt  u[)()n  the  former 
argument,  thouglit  it  incumbent  on  him  to  deliver  his  reasons 
at  large  for  changhig  the  inclination  of  his  first  ojiinion,  viz.:  "It 
being  asserted  by  the  counsel  tor  the  plaintitT,  ;ind  not  denied  by 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants,  that  there  was  no  authority 
to  be  found  on  either  side,  I  at  tirst  inclined  to  think  *  tliat  [*  970] 
Brother  Glyn's  distinction  was  right ;  and  that  the  con- 
demnation upon  default  of  the  owner  might  be  conclusive  i/i  ron, 
so  that  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  the  goods  should  never  be 
contested  again ;  but  not  conclusive  in  personcDii,  in  ca.se  the 
owner  could  prove  they  were  in  fact  not  seizable,  and  chose  to 
In-ing  an  action  against  the  person  seizing  for  damages,  by  way  of 
collateral  remedy.  But,  upon  full  consideration,  I  am  now  con- 
vinced that  there  is  no  ground  for  such  a  distinction.  The  only 
possible  ground  that  the  plaintiff  can  rely  on  in  the  present  case, 
which  is  unaccompanied  with  misbehaviour,  or  any  unwarrantable 
violence,  is,  that  the  goods  were  not  in  truth  liable  to  be  seized  by 
the  laws  of  the  Customs ;  although,  by  the  plaintiffs  default,  they 
have  been  condemned  in  the  Exchequer.  But  I  take  this  con- 
demnation to  be  conclusive  evidence  to  all  the  world  that  the 
^oods  were  liable  to  be  seized ;  and  that  therefore  this  action  will 
not  lie. 

1.  Because  of  the  implicit  credit  which  the  law  gives  to  any 
judgment  in  a  Court  of  Eecord  having  competent  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject-matter.  The  jurisdiction  in  this  case  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  i.s'  not  only  competent,  but  sole  and  exclusive.  And 
though  it  be  said  that  no  notice  is  given  to  the  owner  in  person, 
and  that  therefore  he  is  not  bound  by  the  condemnation,  not  being 
a  party  to  the  suit,  yet  the  seizure  itself  is  notice  to  the  owner, 
who  is  presumed  to  know  whatever  becomes  of  his  own  goods. 
He  knew  they  were  seized  by  a  revenue  officer.  He  knew  they 
were  carried  to  the  King's  warehouse.  He  knew,  or  might  have 
known,  that  by  the  course  of  law,  the  validity  of  that  seizure 
would  come  on  to  be  examined  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and 
could  be   examined  nowhere    else.      He  had  notice  by   the   two 
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proclamations,  according  to  the  course  of  that  Court.  He  had 
notice  by  the  writ  of  appraisement,  which  must  be  publicly 
executed  on  the  spot  where  the  goods  were  detained.  And  having 
neglected  this  opportunity  of  putting  in  his  claim,  and  tiying  the 
point  of  forfeiture,  it  was  his  own  laches,  and  he  shall  for  ever  be 
concluded  by  it,  not  only  with  respect  to  the  goods  themselves^ 
but  every  other  collateral  remedy  for  taking  them.  For  it 
[*  980]  would  be  *  nugatory  to  debar  him  from  recovering  directly 
the  identical  goods  that  are  condemned,  if  he  is  allowed  to 
recover  obliquely  damages  equivalent  to  their  value. 

2.  Because,  the  property  of  the  goods  being  changed,  and  irre- 
vocably vested  in  the  Crown  by  the  judgment  of  condemnation, 
(as  is  clear  beyond  any  dispute,  and  conceded  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff),  it  follows,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  neither 
trespass  nor  trover  can  be  maintained  for  taking  them  in  an 
orderly  manner.  For  the  condemnation  has  a  retrospect  and 
relation  backwards  to  the  time  of  the  seizure.  The  spirituous 
liquors  that  were  seized,  were  therefore,  at  the  time  of  the  seizure, 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  his  Majesty,  and  not  of  the  plaintiff,  as- 
in  his  declaration  he  has  (necessarily)  declared  them  to  be  ;  since 
neither  trespass  nor  trover  will  lie  for  taking  of  goods,  unless,  at 
the  time  of  the  taking,  the  property  was  in  the  plaintiff. 

This  reasoning  is  supported  by  authorities  expressly  in  point- 
In  Gilbert's  Treatise  of  the  Exchequer,  cap.  13,  it  is  clearly  shown 
in  what  manner  these  informations  in  rem,  which  were  instituted 
in  order  to  give  the  Crown  possession  of  its  ancient  prerogative 
revenues  of  wrecks,  deodands,  estrays,  and  the  like,  by  degrees 
came  afterwards  to  be  applied  to  the  forfeitures  enacted  by  the 
statute  law  for  'offences  against  the  laws  of  tlie  Customs  and 
Excise.  And  it  is  expressly  laid  down,  p.  186,  that  "  the  very 
seizing  of  the  goods  is  notice  to  the  claimer,  and  an  undertaking 
to  proceed  to  condemnation  according  to  the  rules  of  the  Court.'*" 
The  retrospect  or  relation  backwards  in  these  informations  was 
the  same  as  in 'the  Inquests  of  Office.  And  there  is  in  Keilw. 
68  I),  in  the  King's  Eeiich,  21  H.  7,  a  remarkable  case  of  the 
retrospect  in  tlie  '\ase  of  a  deodand.  The  King's  officer  had  seized 
the  instrument  of  death  immediately  after  the  accident ;  but  nO' 
inquisition  was  had  till  a  year  afterwards,  when  the  goods  were 
found  to  be  a  deodand.  Upon  trespass  brought  against  the  officer 
for  seizing  tlie  goods,  the  Court  held,  that  the  inquisition  related 
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Lack  to  the  death ;  that  the  seizure  therefore  wa.s  lawful, 
Jiud  no  action  of  trespass  would  lie.  *  The  case  also  of  [*  981] 
fugitives'  goods  is  a  strong  instance  to  show  iiow  conclusive 
tlte  law  esteems  the  judgment  of  forfeiture  to  be,  when  pronounced 
Ijy  a  legal  and  competent  tribunal.  If  the  Coroner's  Inquest  finds 
a  man  guilty  of  homicide,  and  that  he  tied  for  it ;  tliough  lie  mav 
traverse  the  crime,  and  bo  acquitted  of  the  f(dony,  yet  lie  cannot 
traverse  the  tiiglit,  by  which  his  goods  are  forfeited  to  the  Kino-; 
8  Ed.  IV.  4  ;  1^  Hal.  P.  C.  416  ;  2  Hal.  P.  C.  64.  And  therefor^e, 
though  the  petty  jury  expressly  ac(|uit  liini  of  both  the  felony  and 
the  flight,  their  verdict  as  to  the  tliglit  shall  lie  void ;  for  they 
onght  not  to  enquire  of  the  flight,  after  it  has  been  once  found, 
and  the  forfeiture  vested  in  the  Crown  by  the  Coroner's  Inquest  ; 
Fitz.  Abr.  Forfeiture,  :'.5 ;  Staundf.  P.  C.  1S3,  and  Prerog.  46; 
Dyer,  238  b;  2  Hal.  P.  C.  301.  The  reason  given  in  some  of  the 
books  why  this  inquest  is  not  traversable,  like  other  Inquests  of 
Office,  is  because  of  the  notoriety  of  the  Coroner's  Inquest  super 
i:isu))i  corporis,  at  which  the  inhabitants  of  all  the  neighbourinf^ 
vills  are  bound  to  attend  ;  and  so  the  finding  of  the  flight  is  but  in 
effect  recording  the  absence  of  the  party.  There  is  surely  as  mucli 
notoriety  of  the  information  in  the  Exchequer  against  uncustomed 
goods ;  and  the  absence  or  default  of  the  party  shall  be  equally 
conclusive  against  him. 

But  the  legal  decision  of  this  ([uestion  doth  not  rest  on  theory  or 
analogy  only.  It  hath  been  determined  over  and  over  in  the  very 
point.  VandcrhcrgJi  and  JJlake,  Tr.  13  Car.  II.,  in  the  Exchequer, 
Hardr.  194,  it  was  held,  that  the  seizure  and  proclamatioii  are 
sufficient  notice  to  the  owner ;  and  that  neither  trover  nor  action 
for  malicious  information,  nor  other  action  which  may  blow  off  the 
judgment  by  a  sidewind,  will  lie  after  a  condemnation  in  the  Ex- 
chequer. Ukins  and  Smith,  M.  31  Car.  IT.,  in  the  Exchequer, 
Eaym.  336,  and  cited  per  Cur.,  Cartli.  327  ;  after  condemnation 
the  property  is  altered,  so  as  neither  trespass  nor  trover  will  lie  for 
the  proprietor  against  the  person  that  seizeth  them.  Martin  and 
Wilsford,  T.  6  W.  &  ]\I.,  in  the  Exchequer,  (Jarth.  323  ; 
after  judgment  upon  an  information  of  seizure,  the  *  pro])-  [*  982] 
erty  is  altered  thereby,  so  as  neither  trover  nor  trespass 
will  lie  for  him  who  was  the  owner ;  and  it  is  not  reasonalile  tliat 
a  judgment  should  be  subverted  by  a  collateral  action.  And  in 
Bohinson  qui  tarn  and    Versvelt  ct  al.,Tx.  2   Geo.  11.,  in  the  Ex- 
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chequer  (according  to  a  note  of  Sir  Thomas  Pakkki;,  late  C.  B.), 
Pengelly,  C.  B.,  held,  that  if  a  stranger  claims  property  on  the 
information,  and  on  the  trial  a  forfeiture  is  found,  by  the  condem- 
nation the  property  is  altered  against  the  right  owner,  though  lie 
be  not  the  claimer  on  record.  The  general  dftctrine  has  been 
recognised  in  the  King's  Bench,  in  1705,  in  the  case  of  Stafford 
and  Stevens,  and,  in  1731,  in  that  of  Butlc)/  and  W(dtcr,  according 
to  notes  furnished  by  the  Custom-house  books ;  and  in  a  variety 
of  Nisi  Prius  cases  from  the  same  quarter :  to  which  may  be 
added,  two  instances  from  Viner,  tit.  Evidence,  p.  95,  where  the 
same  point  was  ruled  by  Price,  B.,  in  1716,  and  King,  C.  J.,  in 
1719. 

Upon  the  whole,  by  the  opinion  of  all  the  Judges, 

J  lid  (J  me  lit  for  the  defendants. 

Concha  v.  Concha  (Appeal  in  Action  De  Mora  v.  Concha). 

11  App.  Cas.  541-572  (s.  c.  5G  L.  J.  Ch.  257 ;  55  L.  T.  522 ;  .35  W.  K.  477). 

[541]  Estoppel.  —  Rex  judicata.  —  Judginent  in  rem.  —.Tuihimrnt  inter  partes. 

A  native  of  Chili  made  his  will  in  Loutlou  and  died.  A  t-avoat  having  been 
entered  on  behalf  of  Jiis  daughter,  the  executor.^  prdpnimdcd  x\\o  will  in  solemn 
form,  alleging  that  the  testator  was  doniieiled  in  England.  The  daughter 
]deaded  that  the  deceased  was  at  the  date  of  tln'  will  .ind  until  his  death  domi- 
ciled in  Chili,  and  that  the  will  was  not  duly  executed  according  to  the  law  of 
Chili.  Upon  this  plea  {inter  alia)  the  executors  took  issue.  The  Judge  of  the 
Probate  Court  made  a  decree  by  which  he  pronmuiccd  fur  the  validity  of  the 
will,  found  that  the  deceased  was  at  the  date  of  tln^  will  and  at  his  death  a 
domiciled  Englislnnan,  and  decreed  probate  to  the  executors.  The  daughter 
afterwards  tiled  a  bill  against  the  executors,  alleging  that  the  testator  was  a. 
<lo)niciled  Chilian,  that  his  will  being  executed  in  ICngland  according  to  English 
law  was  good  by  the  law  of  Chili  but  .so  far  only  as  the  testator  could  by  the 
law  of  Chili  dispose  by  will  of  one  fourth  of  his  personal  estiite,  and  that  the 
other  three  fourths  belonged  totlie  daughter.  The  executors  by  answer  set  up 
the  decree  of  the  I'robate  Court  as  a  bar.  An  order  having  Ix'en  made  for 
inquiry  as  to  the  testator's  domicil,  in  an  administration  suit  under  circumstances 
which  (it  was  contended)  made;  it  equivalent  to  ati  order  in  tln^  suit  by  the 
daughter  against  the  executors,  the  question  whether  the  ordei-  was  right  was 
litigated  between  the  daughter  and  the  residuary  le^ntce  :  — 

Held,  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Coiut  of  Apju-al  that  the  decree  of  the 
Probate  (!onrt  was  not  coindusive  ///  rt m  ;is  to  the  domicil,  because  the  finding 
as  to  the  domicil  was  not  necessary  to  the  decree  :  — 

Jfeld  also,  affirming  tlu!  decision  of  the  Court  of  A]ipe;i],  tliat  for  the  same 
n'ason  the  decree  of  the  Probate  ("oiut  was  not  couclu.sjve  iiili  r  part's  jis  to  the 
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doiriicil,  as  between  the  daughter  and  the  resi<hiary  legatee,  fur  tlie  executors 
could  not,  by  litigating  in  tlic  I'ruhate  suit  a  (juestion  of  doniicil  which  it  was 
not  necessary  to  decide  for  the  })uriK).>:^es  of  tliat  suit,  conclude  the  resiiluary 
legatee  as  to  tlie  testator's  power  of  tiisposing  of  his  iiroperty,  and  tliat  as  tiie 
residuary  legatee  was  not  bound  the  daughter  could  not  be  bound,  since  estoppel 
must  be  mutual. 

On  the  prosecution  of  an   iui(uiry  added  to  a  decree  one  party  filed  an 
*  affidavit  by  a  person  resident  in  South  America,  and  gave  notice  to   [*  5-12J 
read  it,  whereupon  the  opposite  party  gave  notice  that   he  required  to 
cross-examine  the  deponent,  not  saying  when,  where,  or  before  whom  :  — 

Held,  afhrming  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Ai>peal  that  Order  .\.\.KViii.  r.  28, 
excluding  an  affidavit  from  being  read,  except  by  special  leave,  unless  the 
deponent  is  ])roduced  for  cross-examination  —  even  supposing  that  Order  xxxvil. 
rr.  21,  22,  make  that  rule  applicable  to  evidence  on  an  inquiry,  and  supposing 
that  Ord(n-  xxxviil.  r.  28,  applies  to  a  witnt^ss  resident  out  of  the  jurisdiction  — 
did  not  exclude  the  present  affidavit,  as  tlie  notice  for  cross-examination  did  not 
follow  the  terms  of  Order  xxxviii.  r.  2.s  :  — . 

Held  also,  that  the  order  of  the  Court  (jf  Appeal  admitting  the  affidavit  as 
evidence,  without  prejudice, to  any  apjdication  by  the  opposite  party  witliiu 
fourteen  days  for  the  cross-examination  of  the  deponent  in  any  place  in  South 
America  before  some  proper  person  to  be  ajipointed  for  that  purjxise  was  right 
under  all  the  circumstances. 


Appeals  from  two  orders  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  reported  as 
Dc  Mora  v.  Concha,  one  made  the  21st  of  February,  1SS5 
(29  Ch.  D.  26S),  the  other  made  the  10th  of  March,  1886  (32 
Ch.  I).  133). 

The  facts  relating  to  tlie  order  of  the  21st  of  February,  1885,  are 
set  out  at  length  in  the  report  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal.  Those  material  to  the  present  report  were  as  follows : 
Juan  Josd  Concha,  a  native  of  Chili,  died  in  France  in  18(30,  havinfr 
made  his  will  and  codicil  in  London,  by  whicli  he  appointed  De 
Mora  and  Mannequin  executors,  and  made  the  appellant,  Trinidad 
Concha,  residuary  legatee.  A  caveat  having  been  entered  by  tlie 
testator's  daughter,  the  respondent  Adelinda,  the  executors  as 
plaintiffs  propounded  the  will  and  codicil,  alleging  in  the  declara- 
tion that  the  testator,  "  a  native  of  the  repul)lic  of  Chili  but  of 
late  domiciled  in  England  and  residing  at  Xo.  3  Adam  Street 
Adelphi,  Middlesex,"  —  made  his  last  will,  &c.  Adelinda  as  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  the  deceased  was  a  native  of  Chili  and  that  at 
the  time  the  will  and  codicil  bore  date,  to  wit,  the  29th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1859,  was  a  domiciled  subject  of  the  Chilian  repul)lic  and  so 
continued  until  his  death,  and  that  the  will  and  codicil  were  not 
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executed  with  the  forms  and  requisites  of  the  law  of  Chili :  that 
the  deceased  had  not  complied  with  the  rules  and  restrictions 
imposed  upon  testamentary  dispositions  by  the  law  of  Chili ;  and 
that  the  will  and  codicil  were  therefore  not  duly  executed, 
[*  543]  but  that  if  executed  they  were  *  inoperative  notwithstand- 
ing. The  executors  by  their  replication  denied  (1)  that 
the  deceased  was  either  at  the  time  when  the  will  and  codicil  were 
executed  or  at  the  time  of  his  death  a  domiciled  subject  of  the 
Chilian  republic,  and  took  issue  thereon  :  denied  (2)  that  the  will 
and  codicil  were  not  duly  executed,  and  took  issue  thereon  :  denied 
(3)  that  the  will  and  codicil  were  inoperative,  and  took  issue 
thereon.  The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Judge  of  the  Probate 
Court,  Sir  C.  Ceessw^ell,  who  on  the  2Sth  of  July,  1860,  made 
the  following  decree  :  — 

"  Afterwards  on  the  26th,  27th,  and  28th  July,  1860,  the  Judge, 
having  taken  the  oral  evidence  of  the  witnesses  })Toduced  as  well 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  as  of  the  defendant  and  having  heard 
counsel  on  behalf  as  well  of  the  plaintiffs  as  of  the  defendant,  by 
his  final  decree  pronounced  for  the  force  and  validity  of  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  Juan  Jos^  Concha,  the  deceased  in  this  cause, 
with  a  codicil  thereto,  bearing  date  respectively  the  29th  day  of 
November,  1859,  and  that  the  said  deceased  was  at  the  time  of  the 
date  of  the  said  will  and  also  at  the  time  of  his  death  a  domiciled 
Englishman,  and  decreed  probate  of  the  said  will  and  codicil  to 
Jos^  Maria  de  Mora  and  Theodore  Mannequin,  the  executors  named 
in  the  said  will,  but  made  no  order  as  to  custs." 

The  executors  afterwards  brought  an  administration  suit  in 
Chancery  against  Trinidad,  the  present  appellant,  aud  his  mother. 
In  that  suit  {De  Mora  v.  Concha)  a  decree  was  made  on  the  17th 
of  November,   1860. 

On  the  27th  of  January,  1862,  Adelinda  filed  a  bill  against  the 
executors,  alleging  that  the  testator  was  at  his  death  a  domiciled 
Chilian;  that  his  will,  being  executed  in  Kngland  and  with  tiie 
formalities  required  by  the  English  law,  was  valid  according  t<i 
the  law  of  Chili  to  the  extent  to  which  as  a  domiciled  Chilian  the 
testator  could  l)y  the  laws  of  Chili  dispose  of  his  ])roperty  but  not 
further  or  otherwise:  that  the  will  had  been  ])r()ved  in  the  Probate 
Court:  that  the  testator  left  surviving  him  no  widow  and  no 
issue  other  than  the  plaintiff  Adelinda,  and  that  in  conse([uence 
thereof  according  to  the  laws  of  Chili  one  fourth  part  only  of  liis 
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personal  property  passed  by  or  was  subject  to  his  will,  and 
the  other  three  fourths,  subject  to  tlieir  due  proportion  *  of  [*  544] 
his  debts  and  lialjilities,  devolved  on  liis  di-iilli  ii])on  the 
plaintiff  as  sucli  only  child.  The  bill  ]irayed  for  a  declaration 
that  the  testator  had  at  the  time  of  his  deatii  a  Chilian  doniicil 
and  that  three  fourths  of  his  personal  estate,  subject  as  aforesaid, 
had  devolved  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  for  the  necessary  directions 
accordingly.  The  answer  of  the  executors  {inter  alia)  set  up  the 
decree  of  the  Probate  Court  as  a  bar,  and  insisted  that  it  was  not 
competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  dispute  the  fact  of  the  testator  hav- 
injj  been  a  domiciled  Eufdishman  at  the  time  of  his  death.  No 
further  steps  were  taken  in  this  suit  (Concha  v.  Mannequin). 
On  the  14tli  of  February,  1877,  an  order  was  made  by  the  Court 
of  Appeal  staying  all  further  proceedings  in  Concha  v.  Mannequin 
and  in  certain  other  causes,  with  liberty  to  any  of  the  parties  to 
apply  in  the  administration  cause  {Dc  Mora  v.  Concha)  to  add  to 
the  decree  in  that  cause  of  the  17th  of  Xovemlter,  1860,  all  accounts 
and  in(|iiiries  in  the  causes  in  whicli  further  proceedings  were 
ordered  to  be  stayed.  On  the  24th  of  June,  1881,  an  order  was 
made  that  the  conduct  of  the  administration  cause  (De  Mora  v. 
Concha)  be  transferred  from  the  plaintiff'  ^Mannequin,  the  surviving 
executor,  to  the  present  appellant,  Trinidad.  On  the  25th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1882,  an  order  was  made  by  Bacon,  Y.  C,  in  the  administra- 
tion cause  (Dc  Mora  v.  Concha)  that  the  service  of  any  notices  or 
proceedings  upon  the  plaintiff'  Mannequin  be  dispensed  with,  and 
that  for  all  purposes  the  defendant  Trinidad  (the  present  appel- 
lant) be  nominated  to  re])resent  the  estate  of  the  testator  in 
that  cause. 

On  the  19th  of  July,  1884,  Bacox,  V.  C,  in  the  administration 
cause  (De  Mora  v.  Concha)  on  the  application  of  Adelinda  and 
her  husband  (the  other  respondent,  Manuel  Antonio),  made  an 
order  for  several  inquiries  in  addition  to  those  ordered  by  the 
decree  of  the  17th  of  November,  1860;  and  (inter  alia)  for  an 
inquiry  what  was  the  domicil  of  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  his 
deatli,  and  what  part  of  his  personal  estate  according  to  the  law 
of  such  domicil  he  was  able  to  and  did  effectually  dispose  of  by 
his  will,  and  who  according  to  the  law  of  such  domicil  was  at  his 
decease  entitled  to  so  much  of  his  personal  estate  as  was  not 
effectually  disposed  of  by  such  will,  and  who  was  now  entitled 
thereto. 
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[*  545]       *  The  Court  of  Appeal  (BAUdALLAV,  Bowen,  and  Fuy 
L.  JJ.)  affirmed  this  order.    (29  Ch.  D.  268.)     From  this 
decision  Trinidad,  the  residuary  legatee,  appealed. 

July  22,  23.     Arthur  Charles,  Q.  C,  and  Seward  Brice,  for  the 
appellant :  — 

The  testator's  daughter  Adeliiida  is  not  at  liberty  to  raise  the 
question  of  the  testator's  domicil,  the  decree  of  the  Probate  Court 
having  conclusively  established  that  his  domicil  was  in  England. 
That  decree  is  an  estoppel  both  as  a  judgment  infer  j^cirtes  and  as 
a  judgment  in  rem.  First,  inter  j^arte^^.  The  order  of  Bacon,  V.  C, 
of  the  19tli  of  July,  1884,  now  under  appeal,  though  actually  made 
in  the  administration  cause  {De  Mord  v.  Concltd),  must  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  made  in  tlie  cause  by  Adelinda  against  the 
executors  {Concha  v.  Mannequin),  this  being  the  effect  of  the  order 
of  the  14th  of  February,  1877.  This  being  so,  the  order  under 
appeal  is  made  in  a  cause  in  which  the  litigant  parties  are  the  same 
as  they  were  in  tlie  probate  suit :  xVdelinda  and  the  executors. 
Adelinda's  claim  in  her  action  against  the  executor  is  a  creditor's 
claim  ;  a  claim  of  debt  against  the  executor.  This  is  clearly  so 
by  the  law  of  Scotland:  2  Fraser,  Husband  and  Wife,  2nd  ed. 
p.  976.  That  this  is  also  the  law  of  England  appears  from  what 
is  said  about  the  writ  cle  rationaljiU  parte  Jionorvm  in  1  FitzHer- 
bert,  New  Natura  r>revium  (ed.  1794),  p.  122  L.  See  also  per  Lord 
Westbury  in  Fai  Cloche  v.  La  Ctoehe,  L.  IL,  3  P.  C.  125  ;  39  L.  J.  1'. 
C.  25.  Being  a  creditor's  claim  it  must  have  been  l)rought  against 
the  executors  :  the  legatees  have  nothing  to  do  with  it ;  and  tlie 
parties  are  therefore  the  same  in  the  present  litigation  as  in  the 
])robate  suit.  This  is  so  whether  the  English  law  be  applicable 
to  the  will  so  as  to  make  tlie  whole  estate  dis])osable,  or  the 
Chilian  so  as  to  make  only  one  fourth.  In  eillier  case  the  whole 
estate  vested  in  the  executors  as  such  :  mid  if  so  the  residuaiy 
legatee  is  bound  as  being  privy.  Tlie  \ei-y  })iiiiciple  now  in  (|[ues- 
tion  was  determined  in  favour  of  the  appellant's  view  in  Bonehier 
V.  Til  ijlor.,  4  P)ro.  P.  C.  708,  as  appears  from  the  reasons  for  the 
judgments  given  in  Hargrave's  Law  Tracts,'  pp.  472-47(). 
[*  546]  It  *is  said  contrh  that  the  Probate  Court  need  not  have 
determined  the  domicil  :  but  that  is  not  so :  the  parties 
li;id  raised  that  issue;  and  tin;  estoppel  depends  on  what  the 
parties  allege.  A  man  must  have  one  and  cannot  liave  more  than 
on(!  domicil :    UiJnn  v.  Udn//,  L.  M,  1  H.  L.  Sc.  441  ;  and  the  parties 
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ill  the  probate  suit  were  bound  to  allege  some  doiiiicil  :  In  the  Goods 
of  BeshdU,  ?A  L.  J.  P.  \j'$>.  As  to  tlie  forms  <jf  issues  in  the  Pro- 
bate Court  r^'gulatin,^  tiials  in  18()0  st^e  tlie  Probate  Puk*s  set  out 
in  Coote's  Probate  I'ractice,  Common  Form  and  Contentious  lousi- 
ness (5th  ed.)  pi>.  4r)5,  4')^ ;  Form  Xo.  (5  ]>.  468;  Form  No.  11  and 
pp.  471,  475.  Suppose  instead  nf  trying  that  issue;  himself  the 
judge  of  the  Probate  Court  had  sent  it  to  be  tried  by  u  jury  at 
the  assizes,  and  liad  had  the  verdict  entered  and  given  judgment 
upon  it ;  that  would  have  been  a  judgment  on  that  issue  binding 
as  an  estoppel.  Out  ram  v.  Jforeivood,  3  East,  o4(i  (7  P.  R.  473)  ; 
see  also  IlauLia  v.  Tin',irr,  10  Ch.  T).  372  ;  48  L.  J.  P.  T).  &  A.  38 ; 
and  Burrs  v.  Jcrlso/i,  1  Phill.  ri^'l  ;  14  L.  d.  Ch.  4:)'.]  ;  per  Lord 
Lyndhurst  following  I'xnirh  irr  V.  Toijhir,  4  P.ro.  P.  C.  708.  [They 
also  referred  to  Isltervmid  v.  CltcctJunn,  31  L.  J.  P.  99.] 

Secondly,  the  decree  of  the  Probate  Court  was  a  judgment  in 
rem  upon  the  ([uestion  of  domicil  and  therefore  l)inding  upon  all 
the  world,  because  it  was  a  tinding  of  status  which  was  the 
foundation  of  the  judgment  and  was  necessary  for  the  judgment. 
This  is  so  even  if  the  judgment  may  Ije  founded  upon  eitlier  of 
two  alternatives,  and  the  judge  decides  upon  the  wrong  one  :  a 
mistake  of  fact  makes  no  diflerence.  Ileri.  v.  rnlKihita nts  of  Hart- 
iiifjtou,  4  E.  c*;-  P>.  780,  793,  24  L.  J.  M.  C.  98,  103,  per  Colepjdc4E, 
J.  That  the  grant  of  probate  is  conclusive  in  rem  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  domicil  appears  from  JV/rirlrr  x.  Hume,  7  H.  L.  C.  124,  131, 
143,  28  L.  J.  Ch.  396. 

Fischer,  Q.  C,  Eigby,  Q.  C.,and  Stewart  Smith  for  the  respoiulents 
were  not  heard. 

[There  was  another  appeal  relating  to  the  effect  of  the  rules 
of  the  Supreme  Court  as  to  cross-examination  upon  affidavits, 
but  not  relating  in  any  way  to  the  subject  now  under  con- 
.sideration.] 

Lord  Hkhschell,  L.  C.  :  — ■  U'^^^ 

My  Lords,  the  first  matter  with  which  your  Lordships  have 
to  deal  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  the  21st 
of  February,  1885,  affirming  an  order  of  Uacox,  V.  C.  That  order 
directed,  in  an  administration  suit  to  which  I  will  presently  refer, 
that  there  should  l)e  an  inquiry  as  to  what  was  the  domicil  of  one 
Juan  Josd  Concha  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  what  part  of  his 
personal  estate  according  to  the  law  of  such  domit-il  he  was  alile 
to  dispose  of  by  his  will.     It  was  urged  on  liehalf  of  tlie  ajipellant 
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before  the  Vice-Chaxcellor  and  afterwards  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal  that  that  inquiry  ought  not  to  have  been  directed,  inas- 
much as  the  question  put  by  that  inquiry  luid  been  conclusively 
answered  by  the  decision  of  a  competent  tribunal. 

The  matter  arose  in  this  way  :  Juan  Josd  Concha  was  a  Chilian 
by  birth,  and  his  original  domicil  was  undoubtedly  Chilian.  He 
died  having  made  a  will  in  this  country  with  the  formalities 
required  by  the  law,  relating  to  wills,  of  this  country. 
[*  549]  By  his  *  will  he  appointed  two  gentlemen,  named  l)e 
]\Iora  and  Mannequin,  his  executors,  and  made  the  resid- 
uary bequest  in  favour  of  the  present  appellant,  Juan  Josd  de  la 
Trinidad  Concha.  The  executors  propounded  that  will,  and  applied 
to  the  Court  of  Probate  for  probate  to  be  granted  to  them.  In  the 
declaration  in  that  probate  suit,  which  was  commenced  in  the 
year  1860,  they  alleged  "  that  Don  Juan  Jos^  Concha  was  a  native 
of  the  Eepublic  of  Chili,  but  of  late  domiciled  in  England,"  and 
that  he  had  made  his  last  will  and  testament  appointing  them  his 
executors.  The  present  respondent,  Adelinda  Concha,  who  alleged 
herself  to  be  a  daughter  of  Juan  Josd  Concha,  set  up,  in  answer 
to  that  declaration  of  the  executors,  that  "Juan  Josd  Concha  was 
a  domiciled  subject  of  the  Chilian  Republic,  and  so  continued " 
from  tlie  time  of  his  will  to  the  time  of  his  death  ;  "  that  the  will 
and  codicil  were  not  executed  in  accordance  with  the  forms  and 
requisites  of  the  law  of  Chili ;  that  the  deceased  had  not  complied 
with  the  rules  and  restrictions  imposed  upon  testamentary  dis- 
positions by  the  law  of  Chili";  and  that  therefore  the  will  and 
codicil  were  not  duly  executed.  The  words,  "  that  the  deceased 
had  not  complied  with  the  rules  and  restrictions  imposed  upon 
testamentary  dispositions  by  the  law  of  Chili,"  referred  to  a  ])ro- 
vision  of  the  law  of  Chili  l)y  which  a  testator  has  not  that  full 
testamentary  power  which  exists  in  this  country,  but  can  only 
dispose  of  a  part  of  his  movable  property  at  all  events,  the  other 
])art  going,  notwithstanding  a  will  ])ur]ioiling  tn  dispose  of  all 
his  property,  to  his  children  or  other  i-elatives. 

'I'd  tliat  defence  the  plaintilTs  re])ly  :  First,  they  deny  tliat  Don 
Juan  .]()h6  Concha,  the  deceased,  was  either  at  llic  time  of  the 
execution  of  his  will  or  at  the  time  of  his  death  a  domiciled 
('hilian,  and  they  take  issue  thereon.  Secondly,  they  deny  that 
the  will  and  codicil  were  not  duly  executed  and  they  take  issue 
thereon. 
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Upon  the  pleadings  as  put  fonvard  by  the  parties  in  that  suit, 
the  matter  came  before  the  then  Judge  of  the  I'robate  ('ourt,  8ir 
Oresswell  Cresswell,  for  decision,  and  that  learned  Judge  made  a 
decree  by  which  he  "  pronounced  for  the  force  and  validity  of  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  Juan  Jos^  Concha,  the  deceased  in  the 
«ause,  with  a  codicil  thereto, "  and  decreed  probate  of  the 
will  *and  codicil  to  the  executors  named  in  the  will.  By  [*  rt.lO] 
that  order,  undoubtedly,  the  learned  Judge  determined 
that  the  will  was  a  will  validly  executed,  under  which  executf)rs 
were  properly  appointed,  and  that  those  executuis  were  entitled  to 
probate  of  the  will. 

liut  in  addition  to  the  language  whicli  I  have  read,  tlie  order 
■contains  these  words  —  after  pronouncing  for  the  force  and  validity 
of  the  will  — ■ "  and  that  the  said  deceased  was  at  the  time  of  the 
■date  of  the  said  will  and  also  at  the  time  of  his  death  a  domiciled 
Englishman. "  Now  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  disputed  that  that 
finding  was  not  essential  to  the  judgment  in  the  cause.  If  there 
had  been  no  such  finding,  or  if  the  finding  had  been  the  other 
way,  it  might  equally  w"ell  have  been  the  case  that  the  learned 
J-udge  was  bound  to  decree  probate  of  the  will  to  the  executors, 
because  the  defence  of  the  defendant  necessarily  took  up  two 
grounds  (one  alone  would  not  have  been  enough),  namely,  that 
the  deceased  was  a  domiciled  Chilian,  and  that,  according  to  the 
law  of  Chili,  the  will  was  not  validly  executed.  If,  although  a 
domiciled  Chilian,  the  will  was  validly  executed  according  to  the 
law  of  Chili,  there  cannot  be  the  slightest  doubt  (indeed  it  was 
admitted  at  the  Bar)  that  this  decree  for  probate  must  have  fol- 
lowed, as  a  necessary  consequence,  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  It  is 
admitted  that  there  was  evidence  before  the  learned  Judge  that  the 
law  of  Chili  did  make  such  a  testament  as  this  a  valid  one ;  but  it 
was  urged  that,  although  it  may  not  have  been  necessary  for  the 
learned  Judge  to  decide  that  the  deceased  was  a  domiciled  English- 
man, yet  that,  in  fact,  he  did  so  decide,  and  that  his  decision  was 
recorded  in  the  order  of  the  Court ;  and  it  is  said  that  having  st) 
decided,  and  his  decision  being  so  recorded,  the  decision  of  the 
learned  Judge  upon  that  point  is  conclusive ;  first,  it  is  said,  con- 
clusive in  rem  against  all  the  world,  and  then  conclusive  i/ifcr 
partes  between  those  who  were  then  litigating. 

It  is  upon  that  ground  that  the  appellant  now  alleges  that  tliis 
inquiry   ought  not   to   have  been   directed   in  the   administration 
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suit,  whicli  arose  in  this  way.  After  probate  of  tlie  will  had 
been  granted  an  action  was  raised  for  tlie  purpose  of  obtaining  a 
decree  for  the  administration  of  the  deceased's  estate  by  the  execu- 
tors, in  which  they  were  plaintiff's,  and  tlie  appellant,  the 
[*551]  residuary  *  legatee,  was  the  defendant.  I  will  deal  pres- 
ently with  the  contention  that  the  inquiry  was  not  an 
inquiry  instituted  in  that  suit,  but  in  another  suit  to  which  our 
attention  was  directed.  But  apart  from  that  point,  which  may  be 
important  on  the  question  of  there  being  an  estoppel  inter  partes^ 
the  substantial  way  in  which  the  appellant  shapes  his  case  is  this, 
that  this  very  point  having  been  conclusively  determined  by  a 
competent  tribunal,  it  is  not  right  or  proper  that  it  should  be 
reopened  by  such  an  inquiry  as  the  Vice-Chancellor  ordered. 

It  is  first  put  as  an  estoppel  in  rem,  conclusive  against  all  the 
world.  That  the  mere  fact  that  probate  of  the  will  was  granted 
is  not  so  conclusive  is  established  beyond  all  possibility  of  ques- 
tion by  a  decision  of  your  Lordships'  House.  In  the  case  of 
Whicker  v.  Hume,  7  H.  L.  C.  124,  156,  that  very  point  was 
determined,  and  that  opinion  was  expressed  by  all  the  noble  and 
learned  Lords  who  advised  the  House  on  the  occasion.  Lord 
Cranworth  says :  "  The  first  question  made  is  one  that  was 
extremely  important,  namely,  the  point  whether  probate  was  or 
was  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  domicil.  Now,"  he  says,  "  E 
have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  the  affirmative  of  that  proposition 
cannot  be  a  correct  exposition  of  the  law.  A  probate  is  conclusive 
evidence  that  the  instrument  proved  was  testamentary  according 
to  the  law  of  this  country.  Lut  it  prtn-es  nothing  else.  "  Then 
he  puts  the  very  case  that  has  now  arisen  l)efore  your  Lordships : 
"  Suppose  there  was  a  country  in  which  the  form  of  a  will  was 
exactly  similar  to  that  in  this  country,  Init  in  which  no  person 
could  give  away  more  than  half  his  property.  Such  an  instru- 
ment made  in  that  country  l)y  a  person  there  domiciled,  when 
brought  to  probate  here,  woidd  be  admitted  to  probate  as  a  matter 
of  course.  Probate  would  be  conclusive  that  it  was  testamentary, 
but  it  would  be  conclusive  of  nothing  more,  for  after  that  there 
would  then  arise  the  question  how  is  the  Court  that  is  to  admin- 
ister tlic  ])r<i])erty  to  ascertain  who  is  entitled  to  it?  For  that 
y)urpose  you  must  look  beyond  the  prol)ate  to  know  in  what  coun- 
try the  testator  was  domiciled,  for  by  the  law  of  that  country  the 
property  must  be  administered. " 
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That  appears  to  me  to  determine  beyond  all  possibility 
of  *  (piestion  that  the  mere  granting  of  probate  by  the  [*  552] 
learned  Judge  in  the  Court  of  Probate  untler  sucli  circum- 
stances as  these  did  not  conclusively  dctcruiinc  what  was  the 
domicil  of  the  testator.  But  it  is  said  altlipugh  his  decision 
would  not  necessarily  Irave  determined  that  question  had  it  been 
delivered  in  a  different  form  from  that  which  it  t(Xjk,  and  liad  the 
order  Iieen  in  a  different  form,  yet  it  is  conclusive  because  in  this 
particular  case  the  learned  Judge  affected  to  determine  tliat  point, 
and  his  determination  was  recorded  in  the  order.  For  my  part,  I 
think  it  would  be  impossible  to  hold  that  a  question  of  that  sort 
is  conclusively  determined  because  the  learned  Judge  has  expressed 
his  opinion  upon  a  matter  of  fact  when  that  matter  of  fact  was 
not  essential  to  his  decision.  All  that  is  essential  to  the  decision 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  probate  may  be  taken,  perhaps, 
to  be  conclusively  determined ;  but  I  do  not  see  how  anything 
more  than  this  can  be  taken  to  Ije  conclusively  determined.  Cer- 
tainly it  would  be  very  strange,  if  although  the  finding  in  the 
decree  as  to  the  testator's  domicil  could  not  be  appealed  from 
because  it  was  not  essential  to  the  decision,  nevertlieless  it  con- 
clusively determined  the  fact  against  all  the  world,  upon  which 
the  opinion  of  no  tribunal  except  that  of  the  Judge  of  first  instance 
could  be  taken.  That  appears  to  me  sufficient  in  itself  to  show 
that  as  a  judgment  in  rem  it  v/ould  he  impossible  t(^  hold  that  it 
had  force  and  effect,  and  was  therefore  an  estoppel  against  all  the 
world  when  the  same  question  afterwards  arose. 

I  pass,  therefore,  to  the  question  whether  it  was  an  estoppel,  as 
is  alleged,  inter  ■partes.  The  parties  to  that  litigati(jn  undoubtedly 
were  the  executors  and  Adelinda  Concha,  the  present  respondent; 
and  it  is  said  that  after  probate  had  been  decreed  Adelinda  Concha 
filed  a  bill  against  the  execntors  in  which  she  claimed  a  share  of 
the  estate  as  belonging  to  her  by  reason  of  its  being  incompetent 
to  the  testator,  according  to  the  law  of  Chili,  to  dispose  of  it. 
Besides  that  suit  there  were  many  other  suits,  to  which  I  need  not 
refer  beyond  mentioning  the  fact  that  there  were  such  suits;  and 
there  was  also  the  administration  suit  to  which  I  have  already 
alluded.  An  order  was  made  by  the  Court  that  all  the  suits  but 
the  administration  suit  should  be  stayed,  but  that  in  that 
suit,  in  addition  to  the  inquiries  which  would  be  *requi-  [*  553] 
site  therein,  any  other  inquiries  which  would  be  re(juisite 
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iu  any  of  the  other  suits  miglit  also  be  ordered.  In  that  state  of 
things  an  in(|uiry  was  ordered  as  to  wliether  .ruan  Jo.sd  Concha 
was  domiciled  in  Chili  or  in  this  country.  Now  it  is  said  that 
the  inquiry  must  be  taken  to  Ije  an  inquiry  made,  under  the  power 
to  which  I  have  just  alluded,  in  a  suit  in  which  Adelinda  Concha 
was  plaintiff  against  the  executors.  I  own  I  am  at  a  loss  to  see, 
even  if  it  be  material,  why  it  must  l)e  taken  to  be  an  inquiry  in 
that  suit.  No  doubt  any  inquiry  which  would  not  be  properly  an 
inquiry  in  the  administration  suit  must  be  taken  to  be  an  inquiry 
that  is  relevant  in  one  of  the  other  suits.  But  in  the  adminis- 
tration suit  itself  the  question  arose  how  the  estate  was  to  be 
administered.  One  of  the  questions  was  whether  Adelinda 
Concha  was  entitled  to  a  share,  or  whether  it  all  passed  under  the 
will.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  in  that  suit  it  was  neces- 
sary, if  it  was  a  proper  inquiry  at  all,  to  make  the  inquiry  ordered 
by  the  Vice-Chancellor  as  to  the  domicil  of  Juan  Josd  Concha. 
Supposing  the  inquiry  to  be  so  ordered  in  that  suit,  was  tliat 
litigation  a  litigation  between  the  same  parties  so  as  to  make 
the  decision  in  the  probate  suit  a  decision  binding  by  way  of 
estoppel  ? 

I  do  not  think  that  it  is  possible  to  contend  successfully  that 
Adelinda  Concha  would  be  conclusively  bound  by  that  determi- 
nation of  the  domicil  of  the  testator  unless  the  appellant  would 
also  be  bound  by  it,  so  that  if  the  decision  had  been  the  other  way 
Adelinda  Concha  might  have  relied  upon  that  determination  by 
way  of  estoppel  as  securing  to  her  the  rights  which  she  claimed. 
Of  course  the  executors  had  no  personal  interest  in  the  matter. 
Their  duty  was  only  to  administer  the  estate  under  the  will,  or,  if 
the  law  of  Chili  prevailed,  to  some  extent  outside  the  will.  But 
the  real  and  substantial  controversy  obviously  was  between  the 
residuarv  legatee  under  the  will  and  Adelinda  Concha.  It  cannot 
be  questioned  that  for  certain  purposes  the  executors  do  represent 
the  legatees  and  the  residuary  legatee;  and  it  may  jjcrhaps  be 
admitted  (at  all  events,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case)  that  so  far 
as  regards  all  matters  necessarily  decided  in  a  suit  to  whicli  tlu' 

executors  are  parties  the  residuary  legatee  and  the  othei' 
[*  554]    legatees  nia,y  be  l)ouiid   by  tlui  decision.      Ihit  I  *  think 

that  must  1)('  limited  to  the  matters  necessarily  decided  in 
the  litigation  to  which  the  executors  are  parties,  and  that  if  the 
executors  choose,  as  it  is  said  here  they  have  chosen,  to  obtain  a 
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decision  of  tiie  Court  upon  a  point  which  is  inmiaterial  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  rights  in  (^uustion  between  the  parties, 
they  cannot  by  tendering  for  decision  an  issue  which  is  unneces- 
sary for  the  determination  of  the  case  l)ind  all  parties  claiming 
under  the  will,  legatees  of  whatever  description,  because  that  find- 
in<'  has  been  obtained  in  such  a  suit  under  such  circumstances  by 
the  executors.  That  really  is  the  pre.sent  case.  If  the  residuary 
legatee  is  bound  here  at  all  he  is  bouad  by  a  finding  of  the  learned 
Judge  which  was  quite  unnecessary  for  the  determination  of  what 
he  had  to  decide,  and  by  a  finding  of  the  learned  Judge  which, 
therefore,   could  not  be  successfully  appealed  against. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  for  these  reasons  the  appellant, 
Trinidad  Concha,  if  the  finding  had  been  the  other  way,  would 
not  in  any  way  have  been  estopped ;  there  would  have  been  noth- 
ing to  prevent  his  insisting  before  the  Court  which  was  to  deal 
with  the  estate  that  the  domicil  was  English  and  not  Chilian.  If 
that  be  so,  I  cannot  see  that  Adelinda  could  any  more  be  bound, 
as  I  have  said,  by  the  determination  in  the  suit  of  an  issue  ten- 
dered by  the  executors,  but  which  was  not  necessary  for  the  ulti- 
mate decision  of  that  which  the  learned  Judge  had  to  decide, 
which  was  solely  this,  are  the  executors  entitled  to  probate  of 
this  will  ? 

It  is  said  that  the  litigation  is  a  litigation  between  the  same 
parties.  Now  I  do  not  think  that  in  the  sense  in  which  that  lan- 
guage is  used  in  the  case  of  an  estoppel  it  was  really  between  the 
same  parties  so  as  to  bind  Adelinda.  Mr.  Charles  cited  to  us 
cases  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  that  this,  by  way  of  analogy, 
must  be  considered  as  a  mere  debt  due  from  the  executors  to 
Adelinda,  and  that  therefore  it  is  a  mere  matter  between  Adelinda 
and  the  executors,  just  as  the  probate  question  was.  I  own  that 
it  does  not  strike  me  in  that  light.  It  may  be  that  according  to 
the  law  of  some  countries  it  may  be  sued  for  as  a  debt.  But 
there  is  nothing  to  show  us  what  is  the  state  of  things  according 
to  the  law  of  Chili,  or  how  the  matter  is  regarded  there.  It 
seems  to  me  in  truth  to  be  a  claim  to  which  the  child 
*  is  entitled  under  the  law  of  Chili  to  have  the  estate,  [*  555] 
pro  tanto,  administered  in  a  particular  way ;  and  I  think 
that  in  the  administration  suit  the  executors  had  two  rival  claims 
to  the  administration  of  that  estate ;  they  had  the  claim,  on  the  one 
hand,  of  Trinidad,  the  appellant,  who  said,  "  You  must  adminis- 
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ter  the  whole  of  it  under  the  will  beciiuse  I  am  the  residuary 
legatee  of  a  testator  domiciled  in  England ;  "  there  was  on  the 
other  hand  the  claim  of  Adelinda,  who  said,  "  You  must  adminis- 
ter part  of  it  outside  the  will  as  being  my  property,  and  as  to 
that  there  is  no  will,  because  with  regard  to  that  tliere  was  no 
power  to  make  a  will. "  Those  two  claims  in  the  administration 
suit  necessarily  fell  to  be  determined  ;  and  I  think  it  would  be 
erroneous  to  regard  it  as  a  mere  question,  like  the  question  of 
an  ordinary  debt,  between  Adelinda  and  the  executors,  and  to 
regard  her  as  bound  by  a  finding  of  the  Judge  in  the  probate  suit 
which  was  not  essential  to  the  decree  which  that  learned  Judge 
pronounced. 

Mr.  Charles  relied  very  strenuously  upon  the  case  of  Bouch/ter  v. 
Taylor,  4  Bro.  P.  C.  708,  the  only  record  of  the  reasons  for  the 
judgment  in  whicli  is  to  be  found  in  Hargrave's  Law  Tracts,  pp. 
472-476.  I  think  that  case  is  entirely  distinguishable  from  the 
present.  That  was  a  case  in  which  a  Dr.  Bouchier  and  Alice 
Merchant  claimed  to  be  the  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased,  Alice 
Merchant  claiming  to  be  nearer  akin  than  Di'.  Bouchier.  If  she 
was  nearer  akin  she  was  entitled  to  administration  as  against 
Dr.  Bouchier.  She  died  in  the  course  of  the  litigation  and  her 
executors  continued  the  litigation,  and  it  was  finally  decided 
against  them  in  favour  of  Dr.  Bouchier.  After  that  a  residuary 
legatee  under  her  will,  who  of  course  only  claimed  by  reason  of 
her  will  and  could  have  no  better  or  other  claim  than  hers, 
sought,  in  a  suit  for  the  distribution  of  the  estate  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  to  go  behind  the  finding  tliat  Dr.  Bouchier  was  the 
nearer  relative,  —  a  finding,  in  fact,  against  the  claim  of  Alice 
Merchant,  and  to  allege  that  the  finding  in  the  Spiritual  Court,  as 
it  then  was,  in  no  way  bound  him.  1'liis  House  held,  reversing 
the  decision  of  the   Lord  Chancklloi;  and    the   Master  of  the 

Rolls,  that  he  was  in  that  case  bound  ]iy  the  judgment 
[*  556]   of  the  Spiritual  Court.      But  it  is  to  *  be  observed,  first, 

that  in  that  case  the  question  as  to  wliich  lie  was  held 
bound  l)y  reason  of  the  decisi(m  against  his  predecessor  in  title 
was  the  very  point  which  had  to  be  decided  by  the  Spiritual 
Court.  In  tlie  next  place,  it  must  be  remembered  tliat  at  that 
time  tlie  Sjnritual  C\)urt  was  a  Court  of  distril)ution  as  well  as  a 
Court  merely  to  determine  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the 
testament,  and  to  grant  probate  or  administration ;  it  was  a  Court 
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of  distribution  concurrently  with  tht-  Court  of  Chancery.  It  was 
said  there  by  the  noble  and  learned  Lords  in  this  House  that  the 
decision  of  a  Spiritual  Ctnu't  would  determine  that  question  for 
all  purposes  witli  which  it  had  to  deal ;  it  would  determine  it  not 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  saying  to  whom  administration  should 
go,  but  it  would  also  determine  it  for  any  subsecjuent  question 
which  would  arise  in  the  same  cause  with  regard  to  the  distri-. 
bution  of  the  estate.  That  finding  would  l)e  a  tiuding  of  the 
Spiritual  Court  for  both  purposes;  so  that  it  was  impossible  to 
hold  that  the  Court  of  Chancery,  being  merely  a  Court  of  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  distribution,  would  not  l)e 
bound  by  the  finding  of  the  Spiritual  Court  in  a  matter  of  distri- 
butioH,  a  finding  between  the  same  parties  on  the  very  point 
which  in  each  case  had  to  be  determined. 

For  those  reasons  that  case  seems  to  me  tu  be  wholly  distin- 
guishable from  the  present.  The  matter  was  dealt  with  very  care- 
fully in  the  judgment  of  Bowex,  L.  J.,  in  the  Court  below.  I 
agree  with  the  reasoning  upon  which  he  has  proceeded,  and  I  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  add  anything  further  than  to  move  your 
Lordships  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  be  affirmed,  and  that 
the  appeal  be  dismis.sed  with  costs. 

The  other  appeal  which  has  been  argued  before  us  is  a  matter 
entirely  independent  of  that  upon  which  I  have  just  expressed  my 
opinion.    .    .   . 

Lord  Blackburn  :  —  [o61] 

My  Lords,  these  two  separate  appeals  have  lieen  for  con- 
venience' sake  united  in  one  appeal.  They  are  separate  appeals, 
and  depend  upon  ([uite  separate  questions.  I  have  listened  at- 
tentively to  what  the  noble  and  learned  Lord  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor has  been  saying,  and  I  agree  wdth  his  conclusion  in  each 
of  the  cases,  but  I  will  say  a  few  words,  and  they  will  be  only 
[a  very  few,   separately  as  to  each. 

^  As  to  the  first  of  these  appeals,  the  appeal  on  the  supposed 
ground  that  it  was  settled  by  the  decision  of  Sir  Cresswell  Cress- 
well —  either  because  it  was  a  judgment  in  rem,  or  because  it  was 
a  judgment  inter  partes,  and  the  parties  were  the  same  —  that  the 
domicil  of  Don  Juan  .Tosd  Concha  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  in 
England,  it,  I  think,  is  a  mistaken  notion  that  it  was  so  settled, 
and  that  that  was  a  judgment  in  rem.  Upon  that  point  I  attach 
a  good  deal  of  weight,   as  simplifying  the  question,   to  the  fact 
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that  by  the  Probate  Act  of  1857  the  authority  and  power  and 
jurisdiction  in  England  of  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Probate, 
which  Sir  Ceesswell  Cresswell  was  at  that  time,  were  by  the  2'3rd 
section  very  much  cut  down  and  were  ditierent  from  thnt  which 
had  been  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Spiritual  Court  befcn-e.  Speak- 
ing from  memory  (unfortunately  I  have  not  the  section  before  me) 
he  is  to  have  the  same  jurisdiction  as  the  Prerogative  Court,  but 
there  is  an  express  proviso  that  he  is  not  to  have  any  jurisdiction 
over  suits  for  distribution.  This  is  taken  away  from  him,  or 
rather  is  not  given  to  him,  although  it  had  belonged  to  tlie 
Spiritual  Court  before.  Now  that,  I  think,  makes  a  very  con- 
siderable difference,  when  you  look  at  it,  as  to  what  ought  to  be 
the  effect  of  the  judgment  of  Sir  Cresswell  Cresswell,  the  Judge  of 
the  Probate  Court,  as  l)eing  a  judgment  in  rem  in  the  sense  in  which 

it  decides  matters  conclusively.  That,  in  my  mind,  takes 
[*  562]   away  the  applicability  of  the  case  of  Bouchier  v.  *  Taylor, 

4  Bro.  P,  C.  708,  because  Sir  C.  Cresswell,  when  deciding, 
as  judge  of  the  Court  of  Prol)ate,  that  probate  should  be  granted  to 
the  executor  of  this  will,  had  not  to  decide,  and  not  only  had  not 
to  decide  but  could  not  then  or  at  any  other  time  decide,  what  was 
the  construction  of  that  will,  or  what  was  its  eff'ect  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  to  legatees,  or  npt  giving  to  legatees.  What  he  did 
^.ecide  was  (and  to  that  extent  I  think  the  decision  was  conclusive 
jii  everybody),  that  there  was  an  executor  who  w^as  entitled  to 
have  probate  in  England  for  the  purpose  of  getting  in  and  taking 
the  property  which  was  in  England,  and  to  that  he  was  entitled  if 
there  was  a  will  which  made  that  executor  a  good  executor  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  England ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  Sir  Cresswell 
Cresswell  had  any  power  to  say  that  the  testator  was  or  was  not 
really  a  domiciled  Englishman.  If  he  had  been  a  domiciled 
American,  or  domiciled  in  any  other  country,  T  do  not  think  that 
a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  our  Prol)ate  Court  saying:  "  I  find  him 
to  be  a  domiciled  Englishman,  and  therefore  on  that  account  grant 
probate,"  would  be  at  all  conclusive  upon  the  Court  of  another 
country  to  oblige  them  to  admit  that  lie  was  a  domiciled  English- 
man, when  in  fact  he  was  not;  or,  putting  it  tlie  converse  way, 
that  if  a  Cliilian  Court  liad  chosen  to  say  that  some  very  wealthy 
man  was  a  domiciled  Cliilian,  and  had  therefore  granted  probate, 
the  law  of  nations  would  re([uire  that  to  conclude  any  person  from 
saying  in  this  country  that  he  was  not  so. 
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This  is  a  part  of  tlie  law  which  I  think  is  very  well  expressed 
by  Lord  Cranworth  in  the  case  of  Enohin  v.  Wylic,  10  H.  L.  C. 
at  p.  19.  He  says  there  :  "  The  rules  of  law  applicaljle  to  such  a 
case  "  as  lie  was  then  talking  of  "  are,  as  I  conceive,  well-estab- 
lished. Personal  property  in  this  country,  belon<,any  to  a  for- 
eigner or  to  a  IJritisli  subject  domiciled  abroad,  can  only  be 
obtained,  in  the  event  of  liis  death,  through  the  medium  of  a 
representative  in  this  country. "  He  proceeds  a  few  lines  lower 
down  to  say,  as  reported,  "  In  every  case  the  succession  to  per- 
sonal property  will  lie  regulated,  not  according  to  the  law  of  this 
country,  but  to  that  of  the  domicil. "  It  rather  is  that  it  is 
administered  by  the  Court  of  this  country  according  to  the 
law  of  this  country,  and  that  it  is  to  be  administered  *  l)y  [*  ~)iS'.\\ 
ascertaining  the  domicil  and  the  law  of  the  domicil:  hut 
that  is  to  be  done  by  a  Court  of  distribution,  which  the  Judge  of 
the  Court  of  Probate  was  not.  He  proceeds  to  say,  after  saying 
that  personal  property  in  this  country  in  the  case  which  he  puts 
can  only  be  obtained  through  the  medium  of  a  representative  in 
this  country:  "If  he  has  died  intestate,  administration  will  be 
granted  here  limited  to  the  personal  estate  in  this  country.  If  he 
has  left  a  will  valid  by  tlie  law  oi  his  domicil,  and  has  thereby 
appointed  executors,  probate  of  that  will  must  be  obtained  here, " 
that  is  to  say,  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  property  in  this  coun- 
try, and  it  would  be  granted  to  the  executors  of  that  will  if  it 
was  valid  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  and  would  be  good 
here. 

Now,  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  present  case  it  appears 
clearly  enough  that  this  testator,  Juan  Josd  Concha,  had  been  a 
Chilian  by  birth.  He  came  to  England,  and  would  j^W^/ia  facie 
not  actpiire  an  English  domicil,  but  no  doul)t  lie  might  have 
acfpiired  an  English  domicil.  Whilst  in  England  he  was  in  tlu^ 
full  swing  of  litigation  witli  his  Ijrotlier  and  son-in-law  (\vhi(>h 
in  the  Chilian  law  is  not  considered  a  stain  and  an  impropiietv) 
with  respect  to  a  large  amount  of  property  which  was  clearly  in 
England.  Those  numerous  suits  which  he  was  carrying  on  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  here,  relating  to  this  very  large  sum  which 
was  in  England,  were  clearly  in  themselves  suits,  which,  as  soon 
as  he  died,  could  not  be  carried  on  without  a  personal  representa- 
tive in  this  country.  It  is  equally  clear  that  it  was  proper  for 
the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Probate  to  grant  probate  to  the  executor 
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of  his  will  if  that  will  was  such  as  to  appoint  a  valid  executor  in 
this  country.  Now  it  was  quite  immaterial,  for  the  purpose  of 
so  doing,  what  his  domicil  was  if  the  Judge  of  the  Prol)ate  Court 
was  satisfied  that  probate  should  he  granted.  Evervl)ody  n(jw  is 
agreed  in  the  fact  that  Jium  Josd  had  acquired  no  domicil  where 
he  was.  It  is  quite  clear  that  if  he  had  either  acquired  an  Eng- 
lish domicil  or  a  Chilian  domicil  the  only  two  laws  which  were 
at  all  material  were  that  of  Chili,  and  that  of  England,  which 
was  where  he  was  at  the  time  when  he  executed  his  will ;  and 
whichever  was  his  domicil,  if  his  will  was  a  good  will,  valid  to 

the  extent  of  appointing  an  executor  according  to  the  for- 
[*  564]    malities  of  *  either  of  those  countries,  it  was  quite  enough 

to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  Judge  of  the  Probate  Court  to 
grant  probate  to  that  executor  whether  the  testator  liad  been 
domiciled  in  England  or  in  Chili. 

Now  that  being  so,  the  executor  proposing  to  prove  the  will 
there  was  a  caveat  entered,  and  it  is  said  that  Sir  Ckesswkll  Cress- 
well  (I  think  there  must  be  some  mistake  about  it  —  lunvever, 
it  is  asserted)  did  really  enter  into  an  inquiry  as  to  wliether  or 
not  the  testator  was  domiciled  in  England,  and  found  that  he 
was;  and  it  is  said  that  upon  the  caveat  in  the  suit  an  order  was 
drawn  up,  which  may  perhaps  not  mean  that,  l)ut  wliich  does 
look  extremely  as  if  the  registrar  entered  the  judgment  that  the 
Judse  did  find  it.  I  cannot  think  that  if  lie  liad  done  that  it 
would  have  bound  everybody  universally  as  ])eing  a  judgment  in 
rem.  I  have  instanced  a  sort  of  illustration  of  it.  Supjiosing  he 
had  done  so,  and  supposiiig  tliat  he  was  wrong,  and  tlie  fact  was 
that  the  testator  had  not  been  really  domiciled  in  England,  Imt 
had  been  domiciled,  say,  in  the  United  States,  in  New  York  we 
will  supj)ose,  could  it  possibly  have  been  said  that  tl.e  Court  of 
New  York  (whicli  undoul)tedly  would  have  the  same  general  law 
of  nations  as  we  have,  following  the  law  of  the  domicil  to  distii- 
bute  the  property)  would  liave  respected  tlie  decision  of  the  Judge 
Ordinary,  it  establisliing  that  this  will  was  proved  conclusively 
as  being  enough  to  make  this  person  executf)r  and  the  representa- 
tive in  England  to  obtain  tlie  English  pro])erty  —  could  it  have 
been  said  that  the  Judge  Ordinary  liaving  erroneously  found  that 
the  testator  was  domiciled  in  Phigland,  when  in  fact  lie  was  a 
domiciled  citizen  of  tlie  United  States,  it  was  to  conclude  them 
and  conclude  evervbodv  to  the  fact  that  he  was  a  domiciled  Eng- 
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lishmau  until  u  foreigner  had  come  to  the  Court  of  this  country  to 
obtain  a  reversal  ?  I  cannot  tliink  .so.  If  that  was  so,  how  could 
it  as  a  nuatter  in  rem  be  decisive  as  regards  the  reason  ujion  which 
the  Judge  of  the  Probate  Court  had  gone?  I  cannot  think  that  it 
would  be. 

The  case  to  which  I  have  already  alluded,  of  Jwufliiir  \. 
Taylor,  4  l)ro.  P.  C.  708,  seems  to  me  to  have  gone  entirely  upon 
the  ground  that  the  Spiritual  Court  who  there  decided 
was  a  Court  not  merely  to  *  decide  who  was  ttj  be  admin-  [*  565] 
istrator  in  the  limited  sense  which  I  have  put  upon  the 
decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Probate  Court,  but  was  also  a  Court 
having  full  authority  to  decide  the  final  question  of  hovv  tlie  pro- 
perty was  to  be  distributed;  and  it  was  on  that  ground  tliat  the 
Court  of  Chancery  was  held  there  (I  do  not  know  exactly  and 
have  not  looked  enough  into  the  case  to  see  to  what  extent  and 
degree)  not  to  have  a  right  to  overrule  a  decision  of  the  S[)iritual 
Court.  It  may  be  that  that  is  a  very  good  rule ;  but  that  can 
have  no  application  here,  where  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Probate 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  decide  what  was  to  be  done  witli  the 
residuary  sum  of  the  testator's  property  after  all  creditors  who 
had  a  right  to  come  upon  it  had  l)een  sufticiently  paid  ofif.  He 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  decide  that  —  tliat  would  lie  done  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery  now  —  it  could  not  be  done  by  the  Court  of 
Probate.  That  being  so,  I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  this  is  not 
a  decision  in  rem  which  would  bind  anyone. 

Then  it  is  said  that  though  that  is  so  it  was  a  case  inter  j^cirtes, 
that  the  same  parties  were  litigating  the  matter  afterwards ;  and 
no  doubt,  without  its  amounting  to  anything  in.  rem,  or  being  an 
estoppel  in  that  sense^  you  may  be  concluded  by  its  being  res  judi- 
cata as  between  the  same  parties.  That,  however,  is  reduced  to  a 
comparatively  very  narrow  point.  It  is  a  matter  so  much  more 
within  the  practice  of  the  Equity  Di\ision  that  I  simply  say  that 
I  quite  agree  with  what  seems  to  be  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
Appeal ;  and  conse([uently,  upon  all  these  grounds,  I  thoroughly 
agree  with  the  motion  which  has  been  made  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor, and  I  have  nothing  to  add. 

[The  remainder  of  tlie  judgment  related  to  the  second 
appeal.  ] 

Lord  BRA]vnvELL  :  —  [566] 

]\Iy  Lords,  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  as  the  two  noble 
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and  learned  Lords  who  have  addressed  your  Lordships.  For  my 
own  part  I  thought  that  Mr.  Charles  had  made  considerable  way 
in  proving  that  the  parties  to  the  present  litigati(ju  ought  to  be 
treated  as  though  they  were  Adelinda  and  her  husband  on  the  one 
side  and  the  executors  on  the  other,- upon  the  ground  that  Trinidad 
was  in  the  place  of  the  executors,  because  he  was  either  claiming 
through  them  or  under  them,  and  consequently  was  neither  better 
nor  worse  off  than  he  would  have  been,  and  that  Adelinda  was 
neither  better  nor  worse  off  than  she  would  have  been  if  the 
executors  had  been  parties  instead  of  Trinidad.  But  it  is  not 
necessary  to  determine  that,  because,  supposing  that  it  were  so,  I 
am  clearly  of  opinion,  for  the  various  reasons  which  have  been 
uiven  by  mv  noble  and  learned  friends,  and  for  the  reasons  given 

in  the  judgment  of  BowEX,  L.  J.,  that  this  was  not  a 
[*  567]    *  matter  of  estoppel,  or  res  judicata  or  any  other  matter 

which  could  not  be  tried  again  between  the  parties.  And 
I  think  that  that  is  shown  to  demonstration  by  a  matter  which 
was  mentioned  by  the  noble  antl  learned  Loid  on  the  woolsack, 
namely,  that  no  appeal  was  maintainable  against  the  finding  of 
Sir  Cresswell  Cresswell  as  to  the  domicil.  It  may  possibly 
have  been  that  the  reason  which  he  gave  for  his  judgment  was  a 
l)ad  one,  but  even  supposing  that  it  was  a  liad  one  no  appeal 
would  lie  as  to  that  finding. 

Then,  as  to  its  being  said  that  the  issue  was  an  issue  found 
between  the  parties,  in  my  opinion  a  similar  remark  applies  to 
that.  No  specific  judgment  could  be  pronounced  upon  that  issue 
nor  was  it.  It  was  a  general  judgment  (at  least,  in  my  opinion, 
it  ought  to  have  been  a  general  judgment)  that  for  various  reasons 
appearing  in  the  judgment  i)rol)ate  ought  to  be  granted ;  and  the 
same  remark  applies,  namely,  that  the  finding  upon  the  issue  as 
to  the  domicil  could  not  have  been  appealed  from. 

So  much  for  the  first  subject-matter  of  a])peal.    .    .   . 
[568]       Lord  YitzGerald  :  — 

My  Lords,  upon  tin;  main  point  of  the  case  I  entirely 
concur,  both  for  the  reasons  given  by  BowKX,  L  J.,  in  the  Court 
below,  sup])lemented  as  they  have  been  by  the  Lord  Chancellor, 
and  for  the  very  weighty  reasons  coming  from  my  noble  and 
learned  friend  opposite  [Lord  Black lU'itx],  that  is,  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  finding  in  the  decree  of  Sir  Cresswm-'.ll  Crkssw^ell  with  regard 
to  the  domicil  of  the  testator.      I  think  that  there  has  been  no 


R.  C.  VOL.  XI,]  SECT.  I.  —  BY   MATTER   OF   RECORD.  41 


No.  3.  —  Concha  v.  Concha,  11  App.  Cas.  568-572. 


estoppel  in  any  direction  there.  All  that  Sir  Cresswell  Cresswell 
could  determine  by  his  decree  would  have  been  what  I  suggested 
in  the  course  of  argument,  namely,  having  regard  to  tlie  terms  of 
tlie  statute,  first,  the  validity  of  the  will,  secondly,  its  contents, 
and  thirdly,  that  the  executors  of  that  will  were  the  persons 
entitled  to  probate;  and  beyond  that  he  was  not  calleil  upon  to 
decide  anything  whatever.  If  he  had  never  expressed  an  opinion 
one  way  or  the  other  upon  the  subject  of  domicil,  his  decree, 
nevertheless,  would  have  been  the  same,  I  mean  in  result  tliough 
not  in  form,  as  that  which  is  brought  before  us. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  taking  it  as  a  proceeding  in  rem 
there  is  no  estoppel  of  any  kind;  and  when  you  come  to  deal 
with  it  as  a  finding  inter  partes,  the  obvious  answer  to  it  is  that 
Trinidad  was  not  a  party  to  that  suit  —  he  was  then  an  infant. 
The  decision,  which  was  not  necessary  to  the  case  before  Sir  Cress- 
well Cresswell,  did  not  and  could  not  bind  him.  It  is  a  part  of 
our  law  as  to  estoppel  that  an  estoppel  to  be  effective  must  be 
mutual.  It  woujd  not  bind  Trinidad,  he  not  having  been  a  party 
to  that  suit,  and  therefore  there  is  no  estoppel  inter  partes.  I 
therefore  concur  in  thinking  that  the  main  appeal  should  be 
dismissed. 

[The  rest  of  the  judgment  related  to  the  second  appeal.] 
Lord  Ashbourne  :  —  [571] 

My  Lords,  I  entirely  agree  with  the  conclusion  at  which 
your  Lordships  have  arrived,  and  I  am  very  glad  to  think  that 
nothing  has  happened  in  this  hearing  and  nothing  has  fallen  from 
any  of  your  Lordships  to  give  any  encouragement  to  an  undue  pro- 
traction of  this  litigation.  I  do  not  tliink  it  necessary  to  say 
anything  beyond  what  has  fallen  from  your  Lordships  upon  the 
first  and  main  appeal,  except  to  read  a  short  passage  from 
the  judgment  *  of  Lord  Justice  Bowex  (29  Ch.  I).  .'304) :  [*  572] 
"  The  scope  of  the  probate  suit  is  to  establish  that  the 
will  was  executed  in  conformity  with  the  law  of  the  country  of 
domicil,  wherever  that  country  was  ;  but  if  it  is  not  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  such  a  suit  to  establish  an  English  domicil  more 
than  a  Chilian,  the  executors  could  not  either  by  litigating  an 
incidental  question,  or  by  admissions  they  may  choose  to  make 
about  it,  conclude  the  residuary  legatee  as  to  the  extent  to  which 
the  testator's  will  when  proved  will  operate  on  property  alleged 
by  an  adverse  claimant  to  be  outside  his  power  of  testamentar}' 
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disposition.  And  as  the  residuary  legatee  could  nut  be  bound 
under  such  circumstances  by  a  decision  against  the  executors  as 
to  domicil,  he  cannot,  since  estoppels  are  mutual,  treat  as  bind- 
ing a  decision  in  their  favour.  " 

Orders  aiypcalcd  frorn  ajfirmed  ;  and  appeals  dismissed 
vjith  costs. 
Lords'  Journals,  26th  July,  1886. 

EN(iLISII   NOTES. 

In  most  of  the  cases  referred  to  in  the  note  to  No,  1.  supra,  the 
judgment  has  been  in  i^ersonarit,  affecting  only  tlie  parties  to  the 
action.  Judgments  hi  rem,  on  tlie  other  hand,  are  binding  as  against 
strangers  also.  Examples  of  such  judgments  are  supplied  from 
various  departments  of  the  law.  Thus  a  judgment  of  the  old  Court  of 
Exchequer  condemning  goods  was  conclusive  against  all  ])ersons  that 
the  goods  condemned  were  liable  to  seizure:  Scott  v.  SJicarma7i,  No.  2, 
svpra  ;  Cooke  v.  ShoU  (1703),  o  T.  R.  255;  Get/er  v.  Ar/Kilar  (1798), 
7  T.  R.  696,  4  R.  R.  543.  But  a  record  of  such  a  judgment  as  to  goods 
seized  for  an  act  of  forfeiture  created  by  one  statute  was  held  not  to  be 
evidence  on  a  charge  of  an  offence  with  respect  to  the  same  goods 
created  by  another  statute  even  against  the  same  party:  Attorneij- 
General  v.  King  (1817),  5  Price  195.  And  a  judgment  of  that  Court 
that  a  person  guilty  was  liable  in  a  penalty,  being  a  judgment  in 
personam,  was  held  not  good  against  third  parties:  Hart  v.  M'  Namara 
(1817),  4  Price  154  n  18  R.  R.  690. 

A  sentence  of  a  matrimonial  Coui't  which  declares  the  status  of  the 
parties  is  binding  as  a  judgment  i)i  rem  :  Jlcddo/rcroft  v.  Huguenin, 
(1844),  4  Moore  P.  C.  386;  Perr>,  v.  M,'dd,Hrvr„ft  (i«46),  10  Beav. 
122.  But  a  sentence  which  does  not  determine  the  status  has  not  the 
effect  of  a  judgment  in  rem.  Thus,  a  verdict  in  a  divorce  suit  that  the 
wife  bas  committed  adultery  followed  b\-  the  disniissal  of  the  petition 
on  the  ground  that  the  jury  had  also  found  the  husband  guilty  of 
adultery,  was  held  not  to  be  conclusive  against  a  plaintiff  suing  the 
husband  for  necessaries  sup{)ljed  to  tlie  wife:  Nccdliain  v.  Hremncr 
(1866),  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  583,  35  L.  J.  C.  P.  313,  14  L.  T.  4;J7,  14  W.  R. 
694;  although  in  such  a  case  estoppel  wouhl  liave  applied  between 
tlie  parties.  Ihid.  And  see  Soj/u-it/i  v.  SnjurltJt  (1861),  30  L.  J. 
Mat.   1.31. 

A  judgment  m  ?■«/»  of  a  matrimonial  (Vurt  may  however  be  iiupeached 
by  a  stranger,  as  liaving  been  ol>taine(l  by  fraud,  in  tlie  s(!nse  of  wilful 
rlcccption  practised  ufion  the  Coui'f.  Tliis  was  soleninlv  adjudged  by 
1  hi'  opinion  of  I  hi-  judges  already  iiK'ntionciI  in  llic  DkcIicss  nf  Khigston^ s 
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Case.  After  dociding  tliat  the  sentence  against  a  niaiiiage  in  a  suit 
for  jactitation  of  marriage  \vas  not  conclusive  evidence  against  the 
Crown  in  an  indictment  for  bigamy,  they  proceed  to  discuss  the 
question  on  tlie  liypothesis  tliat  the  sentence  was  a  direct  judgment  upon 
the  sffitKs: —  ••  lUit  if,"'  they  say,  "it  was  a  direct  and  decisive 
sentence  up m  tin-  jtoint,  and.  as  it  stands,  to  be  admitted  asconchisive 
evidence  upon  th(;  Court,  and  not  to  be  impeached  from  within  ;  yet, 
like  all  other  acts  of  the  highest  judicial  authority,  it  is  impeacliable 
from  witliout:  although  it  is  not  permitted  to  show  that  the  Court 
was  mistaken,  it  ma}'  be  shown  tliat  they  were  misled.  Fraud  is  an 
extrinsic,  collateral  act;  which  vitiates  the  most  solemn  proceedings  of 
Courts  of  Justice.  Lord  Coke  sa_ys,  it  avoids  all  judicial  acts,  ecclesi- 
astical or  ti'in[)oni].  In  civil  suits  all  strangers  may  falsity,  for  covin, 
either  fines,  or  real  or  feigned  recoveries;  and  even  a  recovery  by  a 
just  title,  if  collusion  was  practised  to  prevent  a  fair  defence;  and  this, 
whether  the  covin  is  apparent  upon  the  record,  as  not  essoining,  or  not 
demanding  the  view,  or  b}''  suffering  judgment  by  confession,  or 
default;  or,  extrinsic,  as  not  pleading  a  release,  collateral  warranty,  or 
other  advantageous  pleas.  In  criminal  proceedings,  if  an  offender  is 
convicted  of  felony  on  confession,  or  is  outlawed,  not  only  the  time  of 
the  felony,  but  the  felony  itself,  may  be.  traversed  by  a  purchaser,  whose 
conveyance  would  bo  affected  as  it  stands;  and,  even  after  a  conviction 
by  verdict,  he  may  traverse  the  time.  In  the  proceedings  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  the  same  rule  holds.  In  Dyer  there  is  an  instance 
of  a  second  administration,  fraudulently  obtained,  to  defeat  an  exe- 
cution at  law  against  the  first;  and  the  fact  being  admitted  by 
demurrer,  the  Court  pronounced  against  the  fraudulent  administration. 
In  another  instance,  an  administration  had  been  fraudulently  revoked; 
and  the  fact  being  denied,  issue  was  joined  upon  it  ;  and  the  collusion 
being  found  by  a  jury,  the  Court  gave  judgment  against  it.  In  the 
more  modern  cases,  the  (juestion  seems  to  have  been,  whether  the  jtarties 
should  be  permitted  to  prove  collusion;  and  not  seeming  to  doubt  but 
that  strangers  might.  So  that  C(dlusion,  being  a  matter  extrinsic  of 
the  cause,  may  be  imputed  by  a  stranger,  and  tried  by  a  jury,  and 
determined  b}'  tlie  Courts  of  temporal  jurisdiction.  And  if  a  fraud  will 
vitiate  the  judicial  acts  of  the  Temporal  Courts,  there  seems  as  much 
reason  to  prevent  the  mischiefs  arising  from  collusion  in  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Courts,  which,  from  the  nature  of  their  proceedings,  are  at  least 
as  much  exposed,  and  which  we  find  have  been,  in  fact,  as  much 
exposed,  to  be  practised  upon  for  sinister  jmrposes,  as  the  Courts  in 
Westminster  Hall."  Lords'  Journals  (19  April,  1776),  Vol.  34.  p.  iu)7 . 
See  also  2  Smith's  L.  C.  The  same  principle  is  .admitted  in  the  cases 
of  Meddotccroft  v.  Tlugueubi,  and  Pei-ry  v.  Jleddoicci'off  above  cited. 
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The  position  stated  iu  the  last  paragraph  is  strongly  illustrated  by 
the  case  of  Bonaparte  v.  Bonaparte  (1892),  1892,  V.  402,  62  L.  J.,  P.  1, 
67  L.  T.  531,  where  a  divorce,  obtained  from  tlie  Court  of  Session  in 
Scotland  by  fraud  and  collusion  of  the  parties,  was  not  allowed  to  be  a 
bar  to  a  suit  for  nullity  of  a  marriage  between  one  of  the  divorced 
persons  and  the  petitioner  in  the  nullity  suit.  The  case  was  also  re- 
markable, inasmuch  as  the  petitioner  had  been  a  party  to  the  fraud. 
This  was  not  considered  a  bar,  inasmuch  as  the  Court  in  the  nullity 
suit  was  called  on  to  make  a  decree  which  might  fix  the  status  of  other 
persons  as  well  as  of  the  petitioner. 

A  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  condemning  a  vessel  as  prize 
and  ordering  it  to  be  sold  is  also  good  against  all  the  world:  JAnda  v. 
llodneij,  reported  in  note  to  Le  Caitx  v.  Eden  (1781),  2  Dougl.  61o,  per 
Lord  Maxsfield  at  p.  614.  So  is  a  judgment  in  a  salvage  case  whereby 
a  maritime  lien  is  created.  Balhint^/nc  v.  3fticktiuion  (C.  A.  oO  July 
1896),  65  L.  J.  Q.  B.  616. 

A  grant  of  probate  or  administration  is,  in  effect,  a  judgment  ///  rem  : 
Allen Y.Dundas  (1789),  3  T.  R.  125,  1  R.  R.  666;  AUenY.  M' Fhersoi, 
(1845),  1  H.  L.  Cas.  191;  Melhuishx.  Milton  (C.  A.  1876),  3  Ch.  1).  27; 
and  see  Friestman  v.  Thomas  (1884),  9  P.  I>.  210.  214  Q.er  Cotton, 
L.  J.)  ;  but,  as  appears  from  the  principal  case,  Conrlia  v.  Conclia,  No.  3 
supra,  a  decree  of  the  Probate  Court  is  not  conclusive  in  rem  as  to  a 
fact  the  finding  of  which  was  not  necessary  to  the  decree. 

A  conviction  on  an  indictment  of  a  public  body  in  a  matter  affecting 
the  public  may  be  evidence  as  against  third  parties:  Iie(/.  v.  Brightside 
Blerloio  (1849),  13  Q.  B.  933,  19  L.  J.  M.  C.  50:  and  so  also  may  an 
order  of  a  Court  of  summary  jurisdiction  under  a  statute  giving  them  a 
jurisdiction  to  condemn  a  public  body  in  a  similar  way  :  Rer/.  v.  HlcldnKj 
(1845),  7  Q.  B.  880 ;  Reg.  v.  Houghton  (1853),  1  El.  &  Bl.  501. 

It  may  also  be  said  that  in  general  the  decision  of  a  competent  ( V)urt 
as  to  a  matter  in  which  the  public  are  interested  will  bind  third  parties; 
Pirn  V.  Curell  (3840),  6  M.  &  W.  234;  Brune  v.  Thompson  (1841),  Car. 
&M.  34;  C(rrnarvon{KarJ)x.  Vlllehols  (1844),  13  M.  .V:  W.  313,  14 
L.  J.  Ex.  233. 

The  case  (if  CastrU/ue  v.  Ltirie,  r('i)oy\Qd  as  No.  14  of  "Conflict  of 
Laws,"  5  R.  C.  899,  is  an  important  case,  as  showing  the  nature  and 
effect  of  n  judgment  in  rem.  The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Apjx'al  in 
lUilhintgne  v.  MacJcinnoii  (3(»  July,  1896),  65  L.  J.  (,).  H.  616,  contains 
fui'ther  elucidation  of  the  principles.  In  this  case,  it  was  laid  down  that 
a  judgment  in  rem  of  the  Admiralty  Court  in  a  salvage  action  is  con- 
clusive against  all  the  world  as  to  the  status  of  the  res,  but  is  not  con- 
clusive as  to  the  grounds  of  tin*  decision  except  as  betw^een  the  jiarties 
to  the  action.     The  judgment  of  the  Court,  delivered  by  A.  L.  Smith, 
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L.  J.,  after  citing  the  following  passage  of  Mr.  Justice  Blackbukn'.s 
judgment  in  Cantrlqiie  v.  Imric  (J)  li.  C.  912)- — "A  judgment  in 
an  English  court  is  not  conclusive  as  to  an\»thing  but  the  point  decided, 
and  therefore  a  judgment  of  conviction  on  an  indictment  for  forging  a 
bill  of  exchang,\  though  conclusive  as  to  the  prisoner  being  a  convicted 
felon,  is  not  only  not  conclusive,  but  is  not  even  admissible  evidence  of 
the  forgery  in  an  action  on  the  bill,  though  the  conviction  must  have 
proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  bill  was  forged  "  —  pointed  out  (65  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  at  p.  621)  that,  as  to  a  judgment  being  conclusive,  the  only 
distinction  between  a  judgment  in  /v//i  and  a  judgment  in  jtcrsonani  is, 
that  in  the  former  the  point  adjudicated  upon,  which  is  always  as  to 
the  status  of  the  res,  is  conclusive  against  all  the  world  as  to  that 
status  ;  whereas,  in  the  latter,  the  point  adjudicated  upon,  whatever  it 
may  be  (not  being  as  to  a  stati's),  is  only  conclusive  between  parties  or 
privies. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

Scott  V.  Shearman  is  cited  in  Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  154  ;  and  in  2  Black  on 
Judgments,  sect.  799  ;  and  in  Van  Fleet  on  Collateral  Attack,  sect.  548. 
Concha  V.  Concha  is  cited  in  12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  of  Law,  p.  149  v. 

The  doctrine  of  the  first  principal  case  is  supported  in  admiralty  cases  by 
Croudson  v.  Leonard.  4  Cranch  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  434;  Bradsfreef  v.  Neptune 
Ins.  Co.,  3  Sumner  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  600;  Street  v.  Augusta  Ins.  Co.,  12  Rich- 
ardson Law  (So.  Car.),  13 ;  75  Am.  Dec.  714  ;  Gelston  v.  Hoyt,  13  Johnson 
(New  York),  583  ;  affirmed,  3  Wheaton  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  246,  citing  Scott  v. 
Shearman  ;  Noble  v.  Thompson  Oil  Co.,  79  Penn.  State,  354;  State  v.  Cent.  P. 
R.  Co.,  10  Xevada,  80;  Whitney  v.  Walsh,  1  Cushing  (Mass.),  29;  48  Am. 
Dec.  590 ;  Buchanan  v.  Biggs,  2  Yeates  (Penn.),  232  ;  State  v.  Voorhies,  39 
Louisiana  Annual,  499 ;  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  274. 

"  That  proceedings  in  marriage  and  divorce  cases  also  belong  to  this  class 
of  cases  seems  so  well  settled  as  to  scarcely  need  the  citation  of  authorities  "  : 
Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  p.  158,  citing  Bishop  on  ^Marriage  and  Divorce  (4th  ed.), 
sect.  754. 

The  doctrine  applies  to  probate  decrees.  Lawrence  v.  Englesbg,  24  Vermont, 
42;  Loringv.  Steineman,  1  Metcalf  (Mass.),  204;  Sherwood  v.  Baker,  105  Mis- 
souri, 472 ;  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  3.99.  Such  a  decree  establishes  the  genuineness 
of  the  will  as  against  all  the  world.  Newman  v.  Waterman.  63  Wisconsin,  612. 
But  not  the  testamentary  capacity,  except  as  between  the  parties.  Brigham  v. 
Faijericealher,  140  Massachusetts,  411 ;  Slijv.  Hunt,  159  ^Massachusetts,  151 ;  38 
Am.  St.  Rep.  403.  In  Goodman  v.  Wintei:  64  Alabama,  426,  however,  it  is 
said  :  "  In  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions,  the  sentence  of  probate,  in  the 
proper  tribunal  of  the  domicile  of  the  testator,  is  conclusive  everywhere  of 
the  capacity  of  the  testator,  and  of  the  due  execution  and  validity  of  a  will 
of  personal  property.  Xo  other  tribunal,  foreign  or  domestic,  will  indulge  an 
inquiry  behind  or  beyond  it,"  althoui;li  fincillary  probate  may  be  necessary, 
and  if  so,  "  is  a  matter  of  right."     CiM-      ->  •  1  sustained  bv  Williams  v.  Snun- 
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rfers,  5  Cold  well  (Tennessee),  60.  See  Tompkins  x.  Tompkins,  \  Story  (U.  S., 
Circ.  Ct.),  547,  where  Story,  J.,  observed:  "The  sentence  or  decree  of  tlie 
proper  ecclesiastical  court,  as  tcwtlie  personal  estate,  is  not  only  evidence,  but  is 
conclusive  as  to  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  will ;  so  that  the  same  question 
cannot  be  re-exanuned  or  litigated  in  any  other  tribunal.  Tlu-  reason  is,  that 
it  being  the  sentence  or  decree  of  a  court  of  competent  jui-isdiction,  directly 
upon  the  very  subject  matter  in  controversy,  to  which  all  persons,  wlio  have 
any  interest,  are,  or  may  make  themselves,  parties,  for  the  purpose  of  contest- 
ing the  validity  of  the  will,  it  necessarily  follows  that  it  is  conclusive  between 
those  parties.  For  otherwise  there  might  be  conflicting  sentences  or  adjudi- 
cations upon  the  same  subject  matter  between  the  same  parties ;  and  thus  the 
subject  matter  be  delivered  over  to  internanable  doubts  ;  and  the  general 
rules  of  law,  as  to  the  effect  of  ?-e.s-  judicata,  be  completely  overthrown.  In 
short,  such  sentences  are  treated  as  of  a  like  nature  as  sentences  or  proceed- 
ings in  rem,  necessarily  conclusive  upon  the  matter  in  controversy,  for  the 
common  safety  and  repose  of  mankind.  This  doctrine  was  fully  considered 
and  established  in  the  gi'eat  case  of  the  Duchess  of  Kingston,  before  the 
House  of  Lords  (11  Harg.  State  Trials,  201,  S.  C.  20  Howell's  State  Trials,  538), 
where  Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grp:y  declared  the  opinion  of  all  the  Judges. 
It  has  also  on  various  occasions  been  considered  and  recognized  in  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  ;  and  especially  in  Crondsnn  v.  Leonard  (4 
Cranch  434).  The  Mary  (9  Cranch  12(5).  Gelston  v.  7/o///  (3  Wheat.  246). 
Armstrong  v.  Lear  (12  Wheat.  109).  Elliot  v.  Peirsol  (1  Peters  338),  and 
Thompson  v.  Tolmie  (2  Peters  157)." 

Mr.  Black  says  (1  Judgments,  sect.  795)  :  "  It  is  commonly  said  that  such 
a  judgment  binds  'all  the  world.'  It  is  more  accurate  to  say  that  such  a 
judgment  is  conclusive  against  any  person  in  any  subsequent  controversy, 
where  the  grounds  of  the  adjudication,  or  the  fact  of  its  rendition,  or  any  of 
its  legal  consequences,  become  relevant  and  material  facts." 

Confiscation  proceedings  however  divest  only  the  title  of  the  alleged  owner, 
and  do  not  afPect  previous  title  of  third  parties,  nor  of  the  real  owner  not 
proceeded  against.  Risley  v.  Phoenix  Bank,  83  New  York,  318;  38  Am.  Rep. 
421  :  Dai/  v.  Micoii,  18  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  1.50  ;  Conrad  v.  Waples,  96 
I'nited  States.  279. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  judgment  is  conclusive  only  as  to  matters 
directly  in  issue,  and  is  no  estoppel  as  to  collatei-al  and  incidental  matters, 
although  passed  upon.  A  decree  of  a  probate  Court  for  the  sale  of  lands  to 
pay  debts  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  fact  of  the  indebtedness  of  the  personal 
repr<>sentative  to  tlie  estate,  although  it  was  contested.  Foj-d  v.  Ford's  Adni^r, 
08  .\labama.  141.  Fn  proceedings  for  seizure  of  li(]Mors.  judgment  for  return 
is  not  an  adjudication  on  thi'ir  slalm.  Lord  v.  Clindlionrne,  42  Maine,  429;  0(5 
Am.  Dec.  290. 

Substantiating  tliis  general  prinri|)l(' :  Hopkins  v.  L^e,  6  Wlioaton  (U.  S. 
Sup.  Ct.),  109:  Howard  v.  Kimball,  05  .Alaine,  308;  Dickinson  v.  Hayes,  31 
ConnecticMt.  117;  Juistman  v.  Cooper,  15  Pickering  (Mass.),  270;  2(5  Am. 
D.'C.  000  ;  Lairrenrev.  Hunt,  10  Wendell,  80  ;  25  Am.  Dec.  539;  Lentz  V.  Wal- 
lace,   17   Penn.  State,  412;   55    Am.  Dec.  509;    Brady  v    Pryor,   09  Georgia, 
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(iOl  ;  Watts  V.  Rue,  75  Alabama,  l289  ;  Land  v.  A'e/;-/?,  52  ^li.ssissippi,  041; 
Shall  V.  Biscoe,  IS  Arkaii-sas,  U2  ;  Walile  v.  Wa/de,7l  Illinois,  510  ;  Wilson  v. 
Stripe,  4:  Greene  (luwa),  551 ;  01  Am.  Dec.  1:58;  liidr/ky  v.  Slilhrell,  27  Mis- 
souri, 128  ;  Henry  v.  Darls.  l-">  West  Virginia.  230  ;  Fulton  v.  llunlow,  20  Cali- 
fornia, 450;  Hurton  v.  Hamilton.  '20  Texas,  000:  Cacanaiujh  v.  Buehler,  120 
Penn.  St.  4:41;  Potter  v.  Baker,  19  Xew  Hampshire,  100;  Wright  y.  Griffey, 
147  Illinois,  496;  :)7  Am.  St.  Hep.  228;  Huntley  v.  Holt.  59  Connecticut,  102; 
21  Am.  St.  Rep.  71. 

A  judgment  in  rem  of  a  foreign  or  a  tlomestic  court  is  conclusive  only  of 
such  matters  as  are  necessary  to  sustain  tlie  judgment,  and  without  the  exist- 
ence and  proof  of  which  the  judgment  could  not  have  been  rendered.  Burlen 
V.  Shannon,  99  Massachusetts,  200.  That  was  an  action  for  l)oard,  by  one 
claiming  to  be  the  defendant's  wife.  In  a  previous  action  by  her  for  divorce 
for  cruelty  and  desertion,  he  set  up  a  divorce  procured  by  him  in  Indiana ; 
she  sought  to  im])each  it  by  proof  that  he  was  not  a  citizen  of  Indiana  at  the 
time.  Special  issues  W'ere  framed  on  all  the  questions,  and  findings  were  made 
on  each  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  judgment  passed  for  him  on  a  general 
verdict.  Held,  that  the  validity  of  the  divorce  in  Indiana  was  not  established 
by  the  judgment  in  the  Massachusetts  divorce  suit. 

A  foreign  sentence  of  condemnation  as  good  prize  is  not  conclusive  evi- 
dence that  the  legal  title  to  the  property  was  not  in  a  sul:>ject  of  a  neutral 
nation.  Maley  v.  Shattuck,  o  Cranch  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.)  4.58.  Makshall,  C.  J., 
said  that  a  foreign  sentence  of  a  court  of  admiralty  "  has  never  been  supposed 
to  evidence  more  than  its  own  correctness  ;  it  has  consequently  never  been 
supposed  to  establish  any  particular  fact  without  which  the  sentence  may 
have  been  rightly  pronounced." 

A  decree  in  rem  against  a  ship  for  supplies  is  no  evidence  of  the  ownership 
of  the  supplies  in  a  subsequent  action,  for  it  does  not  determine  the  title  to 
the  vessel.     Van  Vechten  v.  Griffiths,  4  Abbott  Court  of  Appeals  Decisions,  487. 

As  to  foreign  judgments  in  rem,  see  ante,  vol.  5,  p.  891. 
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Section  II.  —  Bij  Deed. 

No.  4.  -GOODTITLE  d.  EDWARDS  v.  BAILEY. 
(K.  B.  1777.) 

No.  5.~FAIRTITLE  d.  MYTTON  v.  GILBERT. 
(K.  B.'1787.) 

No.  6.— BOWMAN   v.  TAYLOR. 
(K.  B.  1834.) 

KULE. 

"No  man  shall  be  allowed  to  dispute  his  own  solemn 
deed." 

The  estoppel  by  deed  extends  to  an  express  assertion 
made  in  the  recital  of  a  deed  under  the  hand  and  seal  of 
the  party. 

But  persons  acting  under  an  Act  of  Parliament  em- 
powering them  to  do  certain  things  for  public  purj^oses, 
are  not  estopped  from  insisting  that  their  deed  was  nlira 
vkes  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  of  which  the  other  party 
had  notice. 

Goodtitle  d.  Edwards  v.  Bailey. 

Cowper  597-601. 

Estoppel  hy  deed  —  Action  to  Recover  Possession. 

[597]  Tri  eicctment,  whicli  is  a  fictitious  action  to  recover  the  possession,  the 
lessor  of  the  pLiintiff  shall  not  be  permitted  to  defeat   a  solemn   deed 
under  his  own  hand,  covenanting  that  the  defendant  shall  enjoy  the  premises, 
and  also  for  further  assurance. 

Upon  showing  cause  why  the  nonsuit  entered  in  this  case  should 
not  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  the  facts  appeared  to  be 
as  follow : 

It  wns  an  ejectment  brought  for  two  tenements  in  the  county  of 
Dorset,  distinguished  by  the  names  of  the  greater  and  less  tene- 
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nient.  The  plaintiff  claimed  under  the  will  of  one  Nicholas 
Edwards,  dated  March  12,  1750,  by  which  he  devised  the  premises 
iti  question  "  to  his  wife,  F.  Edwards,  for  life,  and  after  her  decease 
to  his  brother  John  Edwards,  to  be  at  his  disposal :  But  in  case  he 
should  happen  to  die  before  the  said  F.  Pklwards,  then  he 
gave  the  premises  to  his  cousin,  *  Ilobert  Edwards  (the  [*  598] 
plaintiff),  and  his  heirs  and  as.signs  forever  :  "  and  he  died 
soon  after.  Upon  his  death,  John  Edwards  entered  into  and  kept 
possession  of  the  greater  tenement  during  his  life  ;  and  by  will 
devised  both  the  tenements  to  the  defendant,  Peter  Bailey.  He 
was  possessed  of  several  other  premises  which  he  devised  to  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  by  the  same  will :  And  died  in  the  life-time 
of  Frances,  the  widow,  who,  ujion  the  death  of  Nicholas  her  hus- 
band, entered  into  and  kept  possession  of  the  less  tenement  till  she 
died.  Upon  the  death  of  John,  Peter  Bailey,  the  defendant,  took 
possession  of  the  greater  tenement,  which  John  during  his  life  had 
occupied.  Soon  after,  Robert,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  by  deed 
of  release,  bearing  date  5tli  January,  1764,  reciting  the  will  of 
Nicholas,  and  also  reciting  the  will  of  John  Edwards,  the  brother 
of  Nicholas  ;  and  further  that  Frances,  the  widow,  had  survived 
John,  whereby  the  reversion  of  the  premises  was  become  vested  in 
him,  Robert,  in  fee  ;  reciting  also  that  it  had  been  agreed  that  he, 
the  said  Robert,  should  renounce  all  his  riglit,  title,  and  interest  in 
the  said  premises  to  Peter  Bailey,  the  said  Nicholas  Edwards 
having  no  power  to  devise  the  same  ;  he  did  thereby  renounce, 
remise,  release,  and  for  ever  (|uit  claim  to  the  said  Peter  Bailey, 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  all  the  said  premises,  and  all  his 
right,  title,  and  interest  therein  ;  with  a  covenant  for  further  assur- 
ance. Subsequent  to  this  release,  the  widow  died  ;  and  then  Robert, 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  brought  this  ejectment.  Upon  the  release 
being  read  and  proved,  several  objections  were  taken  to  it  at  the 
trial  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  1.  That  there  was  no  privity  of 
estate  between  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  at  the 
time  of  the  release.  To  this  it  was  answered,  that  it  was  not  a 
release  by  way  of  enlargement  of  the  estate,  but  pur  mitter  le  droit, 
therefore  no  privity  was  necessary :  But  this  objection  was  given 
up.  2.  That  in  respect  of  the  lesser  tenement,  the  widow  being  in 
possession,  there  was  no  estate  in  Peter  Bailey  at  the  time,  upon 
which  the  release  could  operate.  3.  That  it  was  fraudulent  upon 
the  face  of  it,  being  without  consideration  ;  and  also,  for  that  the 
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recital,  relative  to  Nicholas  having  no  power  to  devise  the  premises, 
was  false ;  to  prove  which,  the  plaintiff  in  reply  produced  the  will 
of  John,  the  father  of  Nicholas,  giving  the  premises  to  Nicholas  in 
fee. — But   these    objections    were   overruled   by  the   judge,  who 

thought  that  as  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff'  took  a  consider- 
[*  599]   able  estate  under  the  will  of  John  Edwards,  *  under  which 

the  defendant  claimed,  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  im- 
peach it ;  and  accordingly  directed  a  nonsuit. 

Mr.  Mansfield  and  Mr.  Buller  now  argued  in  support  of  the 
nonsuit,  and  against  the  rule  for  a  new  trial.  Mr.  Serjeant  Heath 
contra,  for  the  rule. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  argued,  that  supposing  the  release  could 
not  operate  as  such,  for  want  of  a  sufficient  possession  in  the  re- 
leasee at  the  time,  yet  it  might  operate  as  a  grant  of  the  reversion. 
It  is  a  settled  rule  in  the  construction  of  deeds,  that  if  sufficient 
appears  to  show  the  intention  of  the  party  to  convey,  though  it 
cannot  take  effect  in  the  precise  form  in  which  it  was  intended, 
it  shall  operate  in  the  way  in  which  it  can,  rather  than  the  intent 
of  the  parties  shall  be  frustrated.  Sheppard,  in  his  Touchstone  82, 
says,  "  A  deed  made  to  one  purpose,  may  enure  to  another ;  if  meant 
for  a  release,  it  may  amount  to  a  grant  of  the  reversion ;  or  e  con- 
verso."  So  in  2  Wils.  75,  a  deed,  intended  for  a  release,  w\ts  held 
to  operate  as  a  covenant  to  stand  seised :  and  the  cases  there  cited 
establish  the  doctrine.  If  so,  nothing  can  be  clearer  than  the  in 
tention  of  Robert  to  convey  in  this  case  ;  not  only  from  the  gen- 
eral words  of  the  deed,  but  from  the  covenant  for  further  assurance. 
But  a  decisive  answer  is,  that  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  by  liis  own 
deed.  The  claim  he  sets  np  is  expressly  against  his  own  deed,  and 
the  objections  made  to  the  form  of  it,  go  to  defeat  it.  No  man 
shall  l)e  suffered  to  do  that.  As  to  the  objection  of  fraud,  because 
the  recital  relative  to  Nicholas  is  false,  the  circumstances  mani- 
festly show  there  was  some  instrument,  thougli  none  such  has 
appeared,  under  wliich  John  Edwards  was  entitled,  which  war- 
ranted him  in  taking  possession  of  the  greater  tenement,  as  he  did, 
in  the  life-time  of  the  widow,  and  disposing  of  tlieni  botli  at  his 
death,  notwitlistanding  tlie  will  of  Nicholas.  With  res])ect  to 
there  being  no  consideration,  the  estate  wliich  the  plaintiff  took 
under  the  will  of  Jolm  Edwards,  was  a  sufficient  consideration  for 
his  confirming  the  devise  of  the  premises  to  the  defendant.  But 
if  it  wer(!  not,  as  the  plnintiff  is  content  to  take  such  estate,  he 
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ought   not    to  disturb  thti  other  devisees  in  the  will.     Therefore 
upon  every  ground  the  nonsuit  was  right. 

Lord  Mansfield  as  to  the  objection  of  fraud  observed,  there  was 
no  evidence  of  any  fraud;  that  the  recital  did  not  appear  to  Ije  the 
inductive  cause  of  the  release ;  and  unless  some  inducement  wa.s 
shown,  fraud  could  not  be  presumed.  If  any  colourable  evidence 
of  fraud  had  been  given,  the  nonsuit  would  have  been 
*  wrong  ;  because  fraud  in  this  case  would  be  a  matter  of  [*  600j 
fact ;  of  which  the  jury  are  to  judge.  So  if  the  plaintiil' 
could  have  made  out  a  case  of  mistake,  it  would  have  been  equiva- 
lent to  fraud.  But  nothing  of  the  kind  appears  ;  and  as  to  the 
consideration,  it  might  be  fair  enough.  It  depends  upon  the 
treaty. 

For  the  plaintiff,  as  to  the  other  point,  it  was  contended,  that 
iidmitting  the  rule  laid  down  to  be  true  in  its  fullest  extent,  yet 
nothing  passed  by  the  release  in  this  case  for  want  of  proper  oper- 
ative words.  There  are  appropriated  terms  to  every  conveyance ; 
And  where  the  word  "grant"  is  used,  being  f/eims  generalissimum, 
if  the  instrument  cannot  take  effect  according  to  its  proper  form, 
it  shall  operate  in  some  other  if  by  law  it  can.  But  here  the 
words  are  "  renounce,  remise,  release  and  quit  claim,"  which  are 
the  special  form  of  words  adapted  to  a  release  only  ;  therefore  it 
cannot  operate  as  a  grant.  And  so  is  Co.  Lit.  oOl.  "A  release 
cannot  operate  as  a  grant,  because  it  is  a  peculiar  manner  of  con- 
veyance adapted  to  a  special  end."  In  the  case  from  2  Wils.  75, 
the  word  "  grant "  was  used ;  and  so  it  was  in  the  cases  there  cited. 
But  here  there  is  no  such  word,  nor  anything  equivalent  to  it : 
consequently  nothing  passed  by  the  deed ;  if  not,  the  defendant's 
case  is  not  aided  by  the  covenant  for  further  assurance ;  for  that 
at  most  conveys  only  an  equitable  right :  And  as  to  its  being  an 
estoppel,  the  plaintiff"  is  not  estopped  from  saying  anythiug,  but 
that  the  defendant  has  no  interest. 

Lord  Mansfield. — -The  rules  laid  down  in  respect  of  the  con- 
struction of  deeds  are  founded  in  law,  reason,  and  common  sense  : 
That  they  shall  operate  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  if 
by  law  they  may  :  And  if  they  cannot  operate  in  one  form,  they 
shall  operate  in  that,  wiiicli  by  law  will  eff'ectuate  the  intention. 
But  an  objection  is  made  in  this  case,  which,  it  is  said,  takes  it  out 
of  the  general  rule  and  the  doctrine  of  the  authorities  cited  :  And 
that  is,  that  in  the  release  in  question  tlie  word  "grant"  is   not 
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made  use  of.  But  that  the  intention  of  tlie  parties  was  to  pass  all 
the  right  and  title  of  the  plaintiff  in  these  premises,  is  manifest 
beyond  a  doubt.  One  thing,  however,  is  decisive.  This  is  a  fictitious 
action  to  recover  the  possession.  In  such  an  action  if  a  man  has 
made  a  solemn  deed  covenanting  that  another  shall  enjoy  the 
premises,  and  likewise  for  further  assurance,  it  shall  never  lie  in 
his  mouth  to  dispute  the  title  of  the  party  to  whom  he 
[*  601]  has  so  undertaken;  no  more  than  it  shall  *  be  permitted 
to  a  mortgagor  to  dispute  the  title  of  his  mortgagee.  No 
man  shall  be  allowed  to  dispute  his  own  solemn  deed.  Therefore, 
quacunq^.  via  data,  the  nonsuit  was  right.  It  would  be  very  idle  to 
set  aside  the  nonsuit,  only  to  send  the  party  into  equity  and  make 
him  pay  the  costs  that  way. 

Aston,  Justice.  —  This  is  the  common  wording  of  a  release  ;  but 
though  in  the  shape  of  a  release,  if  there  are  sufficient  words,  it 
may  operate  as  a  grant.  The  last  ground,  however,  is  decisive  : 
It  is  clear  from  the  general  complexion  and  circumstances  of  this 
case,  that  there  had  been  some  dispute  between  the  parties  rela- 
tive to  the  wills  of  Nicholas  Edwards  and  his  brother  John ;  and 
that  this  release  was  an  agreement  between  them  for  the  purpose 
of  adjusting  all  matters  in  difference:  And  there  is  a  covenant  for 
further  assurance.  I  think  it  would  be  extremely  improper  after 
that,  to  let  the  party  take  a  legal  ol)jection  for  the  purpose  of 
defeating  his  own  solemn  agreement. 

Per  Cur.  Ride  discharged. 

Fairtitle  d.  Mytton  v.  Gilbert 

2  Term  Keijorts,  1G9-171  (1   \\.  K.  45r)). 

Estoppel  b)f  deed  —  Statutory  powers  —  Acts  ultra  vires. 

[U19]  The  trustees  (»f  a  pii])lic  turnpike  act,  which  empowers  thcin  to  erect 
toll-houses  and  mortgage  the  tolls,  and  which  declares  that  there  shall  b(v 
no  priority  among  the  creditors,  have  no  power  to  mortgage  the  toll-houses  or 
gates.  It  in  fact  they  have  made  sucli  a  mortgage,  and  an  ejectment  is  brought 
against  them  by  the  mortgagee,  they  are  not  estopped  by  their  deed  from  insist- 
ing that  the  act  gives  them  no  such  power. 

The  defendants  were  nominated  trustees  under  the  11th  Geo. 
TIT.  c.  87,  for  repairing  and  widening  the  road  between  Cheadle 
and  Leek,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  and  for  other  purposes  therein 
mentioned.     The  trustees  are  authorized  by  the  act  to  erect  turn- 
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pikes  and  toll-houses  :  and  the  right  and  property  tliereof,  and  all 
the  materials  of  the  same,  are  thereby  vested  in  them.  And  seven 
or 'more  of  them  are  enabled  by  writing  under  their  hands  and 
.seals  to  lease  the  said  tolls.  And  they  are  further  authorized  t(j 
take  up  at  interest  any  sum  upon  the  credit  of  the  said  tolls,  and 
to  assign  over  and  convey  the  said  respective  tolls  to  any  person 
who  shall  advance  their  money  thereon.  It  is  further  enacted, 
that  no  preference  shall  be  given  to  the  jierson  lending  money  on 
the  credit  of  the  said  tolls,  in  respect  of  the  priority  of  advancing 
.such  sum;  but  that  all  persons  to  whom  such  respective  mortgages 
or  assignments  shall  be  made,  sliall  be  in  their  several  proportions 
creditors  on  the  said  respective  tolls  in  equal  degree  one  with 
another^  and  this  is  to  be  deemed  a  public  act.  The  trustees 
having  occasion  to  raise  a  certain  sum,  advertised  according  to 
the  act,  and  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  having  offered  to  supply 
them,  mortgages  were  executed  to  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  of 
the  tolls,  and  also  of  the  toll-houses  and  toll-gates,  by  a  sufficient 
number  of  the  trustees,  some  of  these  very  defendants  having 
joined  in  executing  those  conveyances.  This  ejectment  was  brought 
to  recover  possession  of  the  toll-houses  and  toll-gates,  pursuant  to 
the  terms  of  the  mortgage  to  Mvtton.  At  tlie  trial  before  Peehvx, 
B.  at  the  last  assizes  at  Stafford,  it  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants,  that  the  act  did  not  warrant  them  to  mortgage  the 
toll-gates,  but  only  the  tolls,  for  which  an  ejectment  would  not 
lie  ;  and  that  the  act  expressly  directed  that  no  preference  should 
be  given  to  any  of  the  creditors  above  the  rest :  and  the  judge 
iDcing  of  that  opinion,  nonsuited  the  plaintiff'.  A  motion  was  made 
to  set  aside  this  nonsuit,  on  two  grounds;  1st,  Tliat  some  of  the 
defendants,  having  joined  in  executing  the  conveyance,  were 
stopped  from  taking  that  objection,  -dly.  That  the  toll- 
gates  are  a  part  of  and  *  appurtenant  to  the  tolls,  and  vir-  [*  170] 
tually  included  in  a  grant  of  the  latter. 

Leycester  showed  cause  against  the  rule,  upon  the  two  grounds 
on  which  it  had  been  moved.  1st,  The  act  in  words  only  gives 
the  trustees  a  power  to  mortgage  the  tolls,  and  not  the  toll-gates 
or  houses.  Then  the  question  is,  Whether  the  Legislature  in- 
tended to  give  them  that  further  power  ?  Now  it  is  clear  that 
they  did  not,  for  they  expressly  enact  that  no  preference  shall  be 
given  to  any  one  creditor  above  the  rest ;  but  if  the  trustees  could 
mortgage  the  toll-gates   to  any  particular  creditor,  it   would    be 
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giving  him  a  preference.  Again,  the  trustees  have  a  power  Ijy  the 
act  of  moving  the  gates  when  tliey  see  proper,  which  they  could 
not  do  if  they  gave  up  the  possession  of  them.  If  therefore  tlie 
trustees,  as  well  by  the  words  as  by  the  clear  intention  of  the  act, 
had  no  power  to  make  a  mortgage  of  the  toll-gates  and  houses,  the 
second  question  is.  Whether  or  not  the  trustees  were  estopped 
from  taking  that  objection  against  the  terms  of  their  own  deed  ? 
In  general  it  is  true  that  no  person  can  object  against  his  own 
deed  that  he  had  no  right  to  execute  such  a  conveyance  ;  but  that 
is  only  to  be  understood  in  the  case  of  private  individuals.  Here 
these  defendants  are  trustees  under  a  public  act  of  parliament  for 
other  creditors  besides  Mytton,  and  in  respect  of  such  creditors 
the  trustees  may  well  take  such  an  objection  :  it  is  the  saijie  as  if 
the  objection  had  come  from  those  creditors. 

Bearcroft,  Bower,  and  Caldecott,  contra.  It  necessarily  follow;^ 
that  tlie  trustees  must  have  a  pow^r  of  mortgaging  the  toll-gates 
if  they  may  mortgage  the  tolls,  because  it  is  the  only  means  of 
effectuating  the  conveyance.  As  to  there  being  no  preference 
among  the  creditors,  7io;t  constat  that  there  are  any  other  creditors: 
but  supposnig  that  there  are,  this  manifest  injustice  would  follow 
from  putting  the  last  creditor  upon  an  equal  footing  with  the  first ; 
that  after  a  man  has  lent  his  money  upon  wliat  he  considers  as  a 
good  security  at  the  time,  the  trustees  would  liave  it  in  their 
power  to  lessen  that  security  l>y  afterwards  mortgaging  the  tolls 
for  more  than  their  worth.  Besides,  if  there  are  other  creditors, 
the  plaintiff  will  not  be  precluded  from  recovering  in  this  eject- 
ment, because  tlie  creditors  may  be  considered  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  answerable  to  eacli  otlier.  ]>ut  tlie  other  ground  is 
decisive,  that  tliose  trustees  wlio  joined  in  tliis  conveyance 
[*  171]  cannot  take  this  objection,  even  if  tlie  dthei-s  *  could.  If 
l)y  their  act  any  other  creditors  be  injured,  these  latter 
have  their  remedy  against  those  trustees  who  have  exceeded  their 
authority. 

AsHHiTHST,  .T.  It  is  clear  that  the  trustees  under  tliis  act  of 
parliament  liad  no  power  to  mortgage  the  toll-houses  or  the  turn- 
pike-gates. The  act  expressly  gives  the  trustees  ])owcr  to  mort;- 
gage  the  tolls;  but  the  reason  why  it  does  not  give  them  a  farther 
power  is  because  no  creditor  is  U)  have  a  ])reference.  Now 
if  any  creditor  liad  a  ])ower  to  enter  ;iiid  lake  ])ossession  of  the 
toll-gates,  he   woulil  gain    a    piim'ily    wliich   the    act    has    denied. 
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And  it  is  very  tit  that  thi.s  should  not  be  taken  out  of  the  hands 
of  the  trustees  ;  beqause  they  are  trustees  for  all  the  creditors, 
and  were  considered  by  the  Legislature  as  the  most  proper 
persons  to  have  the  whole  nianageiuent  of  everything  to  be  d(nie 
in  pursuance  of  the  act.  It  was  foreseen  that  the  whole  sum 
wanted  would  not  be  advanced  by  any  one  person  ;  and  there- 
fore, for  the  encouragement  and  security  of  all  persons  who  were 
willing  to  advance  monev,  it  was  necessary  that  the  collection  of 
the  tolls  should  remain  with  the  trustees.  As  then  the  trustees 
had  no  power  to  mortgage  the  toll-houses,  the  next  (question  is, 
Whether  they  are  estopped  to  say  so  ?  Tn  general  the  party  grant- 
ing is  estopped  by  his  deed  to  say  he  had  no  interest:  but  that 
general  principle  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  where  the  trustees 
were  not  acting  for  their  own  benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the 
public  ;  and  it  would  be  hard  that  other  creditors  who  are  not 
parties  to  the  deed  should  lose  the  benefit  which  tlie  act  has 
given  them.  Besides,  there  is  a  still  farther  reason  why  the 
trustees  should  not  be  estopped;  for  this  is  a  jtuljlic  act  of 
parliament,  and  the  Court  are  bound  to  take  notice  that  the 
trustees  under  this  act  had  no  power  to  mortgage  the  toll-houses. 
This  deed  therefore  cannot  operate  in  direct  opposition  to  an  act  of 
parliament,  which  negatives  the  estoppel. 

BuLLEE,  J.,  and  (ti;ose,  J.,  of  the  same  opinion. 

Ihih  discharged. 

Bowman  v.  Taylor. 

2  Adolphus  &  Klli.s  278-296. 

Estoppel  by  deed —  Patentee  —  Recited  in  deed  of  license. 

Declaration  in  covenant  stated  that,  by  indonturo,  after  recitiny  that  [^Ts] 
plaintiff  had  invented  certain  improvements  in  the  constructinii  of 
looms,  and  had  obtained  letters  patent  for  snch  invention,  and  that  he  had 
agreed  with  defendants  to  let  them  use  the  said  invention  for  a  certain  part  of 
the  term  granted  by  the  letters  patent,  in  consideration  of  certain  covenants, 
&c.,  plaintiff  covenanted  to  permit  defendants  to  n.se  and  have  the  benefit  of 
such  invention  and  patent,  and  defendants,  in  considei-ation  of  the  grant,  &c., 
covenanted  to  perforin  tlie  agreement  on  their  part.  Breach,  non-]ierformance. 
Pleas,  after  setting  ont  the  patent,  that  the  snppo.sed  invinition  therein,  and  in 
the  declaration  mentioned,  vras  not  nor  is  a  new  invention ;  and  that  plaintiff 
was  not  the  first  or  trne  inventor  of  the  improvements  in  the  said  indenture  and 
letters  patent  mentioned  : 

Held,  on  general  demurrer,  that,  if  the  pleas  amounted  to  a  denial  of  the 
plaintift"  having  invented  the  improvements,  in  the  sense  in  which  the  deed 
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alleged  him  to  have  done  so,  the  defendants  were  estopped  by  tlieir  recital  in 
the  deed  from  contradicting  that  fact.  And,  that,  if  the  pleas  did  not  amount 
to  such  denial,  but  were  intended  merely  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the 
sole  inventor,  or  that  the  invention  had  taken  place  long  before  the  patent  was 
granted,  such  pleas  were  no  answer  to  the  action. 
There  may  be  an  estoppel  by  matter  of  recital. 

Covenant.  The  declaration  stated  that  by  indenture  of  the  10th 
of  May,  1824,  after  reciting  that  the  plaintiff  had  invented  certain 
improvements  in  the  construction  of  looms  for  weaving,  commonly 
termed  "  power  looms,"  and  had  obtained  his  Majesty's  letters  patent 
containing  a  grant  to  the  plaintiff",  his  executors,  &c.,  for  the  sole 
use,  benefit,  and  advantage  of  the  said  invention,  with  full  power  to 
vend  the  same  for  a  certain  term  of  years,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
had,  by  an  instrument  in  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  described 
and  ascertained  the  nature  of  the  said  invention  and  the  manner  of 
performance,  and  had  caused  such  instrument  to  be  enrolled  agree- 
ably to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  said  letters  patent ;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  with  the  defendants  to 
[*  279]  *  permit  them  to  use  the  said  invention  in  manufacturing 
woollen  and  worsted  for  such  a  quantity  of  tlie  said  looms 
as  the  defendants  should  order  or  give  directions  for  the  making 
of  within  three  years  from  the  date  of  the  said  indenture,  not  ex- 
ceeding 500  in  tlie  whole,  for  so  long  of  the  said  term  granted  by 
the  said  letters  patent  as  was  then  unexpired,  subject  to  the  regu- 
lations and  in  manner  therein-after  contained,  in  consideration  of 
the  sum  of  £2  2s.  as  a  premium  to  be  paid  for  each  loom,  exclusive 
of  the  price  of  such  loom,  at  or  before  the  delivery  of  the  same, 
and  upon  certain  other  terms  which  the  declaration  stated,  the 
plaintiff,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  said  sum  of  £2  2s.,  &c.,  and 
of  the  covenants  and  agreements  in  the  said  indenture  con.tained 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  did,  for  himself,  his  lieirs,  executors, 
&c.,  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and  with  the  defendants,  their 
executors,  &c.,  that  the  plaintiff,  his  lieirs,  S:c.,  sliould  and  wouM 
permit  and  suffer  the  defendants  to  use  and  havi;  tlie  benefit  and 
advantage  of  the  said  invention  and  the  said  letters  patent  for  so 
many  of  the  said  patent  power  looms,  &c.  (stating  covenants  by 
the  plaintiff  in  pursuance  of  the  above  agreement)  :  and  for  and  in 
consideration  of  the  grant  and  permission  in  the  said  indenture  so 
given,  &c.,  the  defendants  did  thereby  for  themselves  jointly  and 
severally,  and  for  their  joint  and  several  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  cov- 
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enaiit,  promise  and  agree,  to  and  with  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c., 
to  pay  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  said  sum  of  £2  2s.  over  and 
above  the  price  of  che  said  looms,  and  also  a  certain  yearly  payment 
for  the  same,  &c.,  as  by  the  said  indenture,  &c.  Averment,  that, 
although  the  term  for  and  during  which  the  sole  use  and 
benefit  of  the  said  invention,  with  power  *  to  vend  the  same,  [*  280] 
was  granted  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  said  letters  patent,  is  not 
yet  expired,  and  although,  &c.  (tha  declaration  then  averred  that  the 
defendants  had  availed  themselves  of  the  grant  and  permission  cov- 
enanted for  as  above  stated,  and  that  tlie  payments  stipulated  to  be 
made  by  them  had  n(»t  ceased  to  accrue)  and  although  the  said  plain- 
tiff hath  fulfilled  all  tlie  covenants  and  agreements  in  the  said  in- 
denture mentioned  on  his  part  to  be  performed  ;  yet,  &c.  Breach,  non- 
payment of  tlie  ^2  2,s'.,  &c.,  and  non-fulfilment  of  other  covenants. 
Pleas  :  First,  That  the  letters  patent  in  the  said  declaration  and 
indenture  mentioned  were  and  are  as  follows.  The  letters  patent 
were  then  set  out,  beginning  with  the  following  recital  :  — 
"  Whereas  Eobert  Bowman,  of,  &c.,  hath  l)y  his  petition  humbly 
represented  unto  us  that  he  liath  invented  improvements  in  the 
construction  of  looms  for  weaving  various  sorts  of  cloths,  which 
looms  may  be  set  in  motion  by  any  adequate  power ;  that  he  is  the 
first  and  true  inventor  thereof ;  and  that  the  same  have  never  been 
practised  by  any  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever  to  his  knowl- 
edge or  belief :  the  petitioner,  therefore,  most  liumbly  prayed,  &c. ; 
and  we  being  willing,"  &c.  Tlien  followed  the  grant  of  the  patent, 
to  which  were  added  these  provisoes,  among  others,  all  of  which 
were  set  out  in  the  plea:  —  "Provided  always, and  these  our  letters 
]iatent  are  and  shall  be  upon  this  condition,  that  if  at  any  time 
during  the  said  term  hereby  granted,  it  shall  be  made  appear  to  us, 
our  heirs,  &c.,  that  this  our  grant  is  contrary  to  law,  or  prejudicial 
or  inconvenient  to  our  subjects  in  general,  or  that  the  said  inven- 
tion is  not  a  new  invention  as  to  the  public  use  and  exercise 
thereof  in  that  said  part  of  our  United  Kingdom,  &c.  (Eng- 
land, *Wales,  and  Berwick-upon-Tweed),  or  not  invented  [*  2S1] 
and  found  out  by  the  said  Robert  Bowman  as  aforesaid, 
then  upon  signification  or  declaration  thereof,  to  be  made  by  us, 
our  heirs,  &c.,  these  our  letters  patent  shall  forthwith  cease,  deter- 
mine, and  be  utterly  void,"  &c.  There  was  also  a  proviso  avoiding 
the  patent  if  the  said  Robert  Bowman  should  not  particularly  de- 
scribe and  ascertain  the  nature  of  his  invention,  and  in  what  man- 
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ner  the  same  was  performed,  by  writing  iiiulcr  his  hand  and  seal, 
and  cause  the  same  to  be  enrolled  in  chancery  within  six  calendar 
months  next  after  the  date  of  the  patiMit.  The  plea  then  averred 
"  that  the  said  supposed  invention  in  the  said  declaration  and  let- 
ters patent  mentioned  was  not,  nor  is,  a  new  invention."  Sec- 
ondly, the  defendants  pleaded,  "  that  the  said  plaintiff  was  not,  nor 
is,  the  first  or  true  inventor  of  the  said  improvements  in  the  con- 
struction of  looms  mentioned  in  the  said  indenture  and  in  the  said 
letters  patent  above  set  forth."  Thirdly,  they  pleaded  that  the 
plaintiff  did  not  within  six  calendar  months,  &c.,  or  at  any  time, 
cause  an  instrument  in  writing,  particularly  describing  and  ascer- 
taining the  nature  of  his  said  invention  in  tlie  said  letters  patent 
and  indenture  mentioned,  and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  per- 
formed, to  l)e  enrolled  in  chancery  as  required  by  the  lettei's  pa- 
tent; whereby  the  said  letters  patent  became,  and  were  at  the  time 
of  tlie  making  of  tlie  indenture,  void  and  determined. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  generally  to  each  of  these  pleas,  and  the 
defendants  joined  in  demurrer.     There  were  also  issues  in  fact. 

Tomlinson,  in  support  of  the  demurrers.  The  defendant 
[*  282]  is  estopped  from  alleging  the  matter  stated  in  *  the  pleas. 
He  has  admitted  by  the  recital  of  his  own  indenture,  as 
stated  in  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  invented  the  improve- 
ments for  which  the  letters  patent  were  granted.  He  cannot  then 
deny,  as  he  attempts  to  do  by  his  first  and  second  pleas,  that  the 
invention  was  new,  or  tliat  the  plaintiff  was  the  first  inventor. 
The  recital,  taking  the  word  "  invented  "  in  the  popular  at'ce])ta- 
tion,  is  directly  contradictory  to  the  pleas,  and  means  that  he  was 
the  first  inventor  of  a  new  invention.  TIk^  ])arties  executing  the  in- 
denture must,  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  have  understood 
the  word  "  invented"  in  that  sense.  It  is  evidently  so  used  in  the 
recital  of  the  patent,  as  set  out  in  the  first  plea  ;  for  that  recital 
would  otherwise  be  inconsistent  with  one  of  tlie  i)rovisoes.  And  if 
the  sense  now  assigned  by  the  plaintiff  is  that  in  wjiich  the  parties 
to  the  indenture  meant  to  use  it,  the  estoppel  is  completely  raised. 
( )n  tli(!  matter  (jf  the  third  jilea,  no  doubt  can  arise  as  to  the  recital 
in  the  indenture;  for  the  woi'ds  of  the  re(Mtal  and  plea  are  ex- 
pressly contradictory  to  each  othiM'.  I  [ere,  then,  is  an  estoitjnd 
of  the  second  class  of  the  tliree  enumerated  in  ('o.  Litt.  .'552  a.,  viz., 
"By  niatter  in  writing,  as  by  deed  indented;"  instances  of  which 
are  given   in   iUnn.    Dig.  Estoppel    (A.   2.).     Nor  can    it    be   said 
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here  that  the  recital  is  of  a  generality,  in  which  case  the  matter 
may  be  pleaded  tu,  tliough  not  where  the  recital  is  specific,  as  is 
explained  in  Com.  Dig.  Estoppel  (A.  2.),  and  in  the  notes  to 
Rainsfurd  v.  Smith,  Dyer,  196  a.  Haijac  v.  Malthy,  3  T.  K. 
438,  which  will  l)e  relied  upon  on  the  other  side,  is  a  case  whicli 
perhaps  would  be  dihereutly  determined  if  reconsidered 
now,  when  *  the  priucipk-s  of  law  on  this  subject  have  been  [*  283] 
more  clearly  defined.  At  all  events,  it  is  distinguishable 
from  the  present  ease.  There  the  articles  of  agreement  did  not  recite 
that  the  invention  was  original,  but  merely  that  the  plaintiil's  were 
the  assignees  of  the  patent ;  the  case  was  argued  on  this  ground 
for  the  defendant,  and  it  was  admitted  that  lie  might  be  estopped 
from  denying  what  the  deed  ditl  recite,  viz.,  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
in  possession  of  a  patent.  On  the  other  side,  the  case  was  com- 
pared to  that  of  a  tenant  pleading  )iil  luihuit  in  tciiementis.  The 
Judges  took  different  views  of  the  subject;  the  judgments  of  Lord 
Kenyon  and  Ashiiukst,  J.,  proceeded  chiefly  on  the  assumption  of 
fraud,  which  was  not  borne  out  by  the  statements  on  the  record. 
Bi'LLER,  J.,  referred  the  case  wholly  to  the  true  principle,  that  of 
eviction,  but  applied  it  erroneously.  He  says,  "  1  think  tliat  the 
case  of  landlord  and  tenant  is  not  unlike  this  ;  for  the  facts  in 
this  case  disclosed  by  the  pleas  are  equivalent  to  an  eviction  of 
the  tenant.  As  long  as  the  tenant  holds  under  the  lease,  he  is 
estopped  from  denying  his  landlord's  title  ;  but  when  he  is  evicted, 
he  has  a  right  to  show  that  he  does  not  enjoy  that  which  was  the 
consideration  for  his  covenant  to  pay  the  rent."  But,  supposing 
that  the  plaintiff  in  that,  or  in  the  present  case,  had  not  been  the 
original  author  of  the  invention,  the  defendant  might  nevertheless 
have  continued  in  the  full  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  privilege  con- 
veyed to  him.  To  nuike  the  case  equivalent  to  an  eviction,  it 
should  have  been  shown  that  the  patent  was  repealed,  or  openly 
infringed.  In  the  alisence  of  such  facts,  the  allegations  of  the 
defendant  amounted  to  nothing  more  than  a  i)lea  by  a  tenant  of 
nil  habuit  in  tenement i.s.  Tiiat  defence,  coupled  with  the 
fact  of  eviction,  is  good,  though  not  *  so  without  it.  [*  284] 
GiBBS,  C.  J.,  says,  in  Taulor  v.  Zarnir<(.  6  Taunt.  r)27 
(16  E.  II.  670),  "  In  every  plea  of  eviction  there  is  an  averment  that 
the  lessor  had  not  a  perfect  title  when  he  demised,  but  that  fact 
alone  would  not  suffice ;  to  constitute  a  plea,  to  it  must  be  added 
the  fact  that  the  lessee  was  in  consec^uence  evicted  ;   the  whole  is  a 
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defence  : "  and  the  passage  containing  these  words  is  cited  and 
relied  upon  by  Pakke,  J.,  in  Po^?c  v.  Biygs,  9  B.  &  C.  256.  The 
matter  here  pleaded  amounts  merely  to  an  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  had  not  power  to  give  the  licence  ;  there  is  no  allegation 
of  fraud,  or  want  of  enjoyment,  or  eviction  either  by  recall  or  by 
open  invasion  of  the  patent.  It  is  a  common  stipulation  in  con- 
tracts of  this  kind,  that  if  the  licensee  be  disturbed  in  his  use  of 
the  patent,  and  the  patentee,  upon  notice  of  such  disturbance,  omit 
to  take  legal  measures  against  the  wrong-doer,  payment  of  the  rent 
shall  cease.  The  defendant  here  might  have  })rotected  himself  by 
such  a  clause  if  he  had  thought  proper. 

Wightman  contra.  As  to  the  general  doctrine  of  estoppel,  it  is 
not  to  be  collected  with  any  certainty  from  the  old  cases  that  mere 
matter  of  recital  does  estop ;  for,  in  those  cases  (the  pleadings  of 
which  are  not  fully  stated),  that  which  is  said  to  be  recital  is  so 
mixed  up  with  the  o]3erative  parts  of  the  deed,  that  the  estoppel 
may  perhaps  be  referable  to  those  parts  rather  than  to  the  matter 
of  recital.  Estoppels  are  so  called,  according  to  Lord  Coke,  Co. 
Litt.  352  a,  "  because  a  man's  own  act  or  acceptance  stoppeth  or 
closeth  up  his  mouth  to  allege  or  plead  the  truth  ;"  and  in  Palmer 

V.  Ekins,  2  Ld.  Eayni.  1553,  it  was  said  and  appears  ad- 
[*  285]  mitted,  that  "  estoppels  are  odious,  and  not  to  be  *  construed 

or  raised  by  implication."  And  in  Co.  Litt.  352  b,  among 
the  rules  laid  down  respecting  estoppels  are  these  —  "  Secondly, 
that  every  estoppel,  because  it  concludeth  a  man  to  allege  the 
truth,  must  be  certain  to  every  intent,  and  not  to  be  taken  by 
argument  or  inference.  Thirdly,  every  estoi)pel  ought  to  be  a  pre- 
cise affirmation  of  that  which  maketh  the  estoppel,  and  not  to  be 
spoken  impersonally."  —  "  Neither  doth  a  recital  conclude,  because 
it  is  no  direct  affirmation."  Now  the  words  relied  upon  in  this 
case,  to  raise  the  estoppel,  are,  as  stated  in  the  declaration,  "  after 
reciting  that  the  said  plaintiff  had  invented  certain  improvements 
in  the  construction  of  looms  for  weaving."  These  words  clearly 
fall  within  the  rules  laid  down  1)y  Loid  Cokk,  and  are  insufficient 
to  create  an  estoppel.  Not  only  are  tliey  mere  recital,  l)ut  they  do 
not  precisely  and  with  certainty  attiiiu  wlial  the  defendant  now 
denies.  The  plaintiff  is  ol)liged  to  contend  that  the  word 
"  invented  "  implies  that  he  was  the  first  inventor,  and  of  a  new 
invention.  But  Cas  to  the  latter  supiiosition)  lie  miglit  hav(^  in- 
vented the  contrivance  fiftv  y(!ars  ago  and  sulf'crcd  it  to  be  used  by 
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SO  many  persons  since,  that  the  licence  to  use  it  now  was  of  no 
benefit  to  the  defendant ;  in  that  case  the  plaintiff  would  be  the 
inventor,  and  yet  the  defendant  would  not  be  estopped  from  saying 
that  the  invention  was  not  new.  An  estoppel,  being  strictissinii 
Juris,  will  not  be  held  to  attach  upon  any  statement  which  can  by 
possibility  be  consistent  with  tliat  of  the  deed.  [Patte.sox  J., 
It  is  consistent  with  these  pleas  that  the  circumstance  of  tlu;  in- 
vention not  being  new,  or  the  plaintiff  not  being  the  first  inventor, 
may  have  been  confined  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant.  Taun- 
ton, J.  Why  are  we  to  presume,  from  the  word 
*"  invented,"  that  the  inventing  was  many  years  ago?  [*  286] 
Although  tliis  is  a  case  of  estoppel,  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  the  deed  must  be  collected  from  all  tlie  circumstances, 
jind  the  words  construed  according  to  their  plain  and  primary  sig- 
nification. It  would  be  better  to  say  that  there  should  be  no  estop- 
pels than  to  adopt  all  sorts  of  artifices  and  stratagems  to  evade  the 
law  which  allows  them.  If,  as  we  are  required  to  suppose,  all  the 
parties  knew  the  plaintiff  not  to  be  the  first  inventor,  would  they 
have  used  the  words  which  appear  in  this  deed  ?]  The  question  is 
what  may  be  the  case  consistently  with  the  deed,  and  what  it  is, 
strictly,  that  the  defendant  is  estopped  from  denying.  "  Inventing  " 
does  not  necessarily  imply  first  inventing.  Two  may  invent  the 
same  thing.  And  nothing  is  to  be  taken,  in  favour  of  an  estoppel, 
by'  inference  or  argument.  Hayne  v.  Mcdthij,  3  T.  R.  438,  is  con- 
clusive in  favour  of  the  defendant.  It  is  said  that  the  pleas  here 
are  like  nil  hahuit  in  tenemcntis,  pleaded  by  tenant  against  land- 
lord, without  showing  eviction.  But  the  case  between  landlord 
and  tenant  is  not  like  this  ;  while  the  tenant  has  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  land,  he  has  no  right  to  say  that  the  landlord  has  no 
title  ;  he  has  the  entire  benefit  of  all  that  he  bargained  for.  The 
defendant  here  has  not  that,  if  all  the  world  has  an  equal  right  to 
use  the  invention.  He  bargained  for  the  exclusive  privilege,  and 
he  has  it  not  if  any  one  may  interfere  with  him,  although  no  one 
may  have  yet  chosen  to  do  so.  There  cannot,  from  the  nature  of 
the  case,  be  an  actual  eviction,  as  there  is  of  land.  Two  of  the 
Judges,  in  Hayne  v.  Malthy,  expressly  distinguish  a  case 
like  the  present  *  from  that  of  landlord  and  tenant.  [Lord  [*  287] 
Denmax,  C.  J.  This  point  may  be  as  you  put  it,  because  in 
the  case  of  a  party  licensed  under  a  patent  it  is  only  the  right  that 
is  conveyed.]     The  moment  it  is  found  that  the  ijn'ention  is  U'^t 
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new,  he  is  evicted  ;  he  may  make  the   same  machines,  Ijut   it  is  no 
longer  nnder  the  right  which  was  conveyed  to  him. 

ToMLixsoN  in  reply.  According  to  the  line  of  argument  that  has 
been  taken,  the  pleas  are  no  defence.  If  it  be  consistent  with  the 
word  "  invented "  in  the  recital  of  the  deed,  that  the  invention 
took  place  fifty  years  before  the  granting  of  the  patent,  or  that 
some  other  person  had  also  invented  the  same  thing,  and  the  pleas 
only  deny  the  inventing  to  the  extent  of  either  of  those  interpreta- 
tions, then  it  is  not  shown  that  the  plaintiff  liad  a  bad  title  to  the 
patent,  or  conveyed  an  imperfect  one  to  the  licensee.  The  inven- 
tion might  be  old,  but  never  yet  brought  into  public  use.  Another 
person  might  have  invented  the  same  thing,  but  liave  never  made 
it  known  before  the  plaintiff  took  out  his  patent.  The  pleas,  there- 
fore, upon  this  view  of  them,  do  not  necessarily  contradict  the 
declaration.  P^ither,  then,  the  defendant  is  estopped  by  a  specific 
recital,  or  his  pleas  are  no  answer  to  the  action.  It  is  said  that  the 
doctrine  as  to  eviction  does  not  apply,  because  the  licence  here  is- 
to  enjoy  the  right :  but,  in  the  first  place,  the  right  is  not  neces- 
sarily impeached,  as  has  just  been  shown  ;  and  secondly,  the  lease 
here  is  not  properly  of  a  right,  but  of  the  benefit  of  using  the  inven- 
tion ;  the  profit  of  weaving  cloth  by  these   looms.     A  use  of  the 

same  privilege  by  others,  in  open  defiance  of  the  licensee, 
[*  288]  would  liave  been  an  eviction,  according  *  to  the  judgment  of 

GiBBS,  C.  J.,  in  Taylor  v.  Zamira,  6  Taunt.  527  (16  E.  E.  670), 
before  cited,  there  would  have  been  a  want  of  right  and  a  non-enjoy- 
ment. According  to  theargument  for  the  defendant,  the  licensee  pays 
for  the  riglit,  not  the  enjoyment ;  and  if  he  has  not  the  right,  is  not 
bound  to  pay.  But  that  is  contrary  to  the  opinions  of  the  Judges 
in  Taylor  v.  Hare,  1  Bos.  and  P.  (N.  E.)  262  (8  E.  E.  797).  There 
the  plaintiff,  having  hired  the  defendant's  patent  for  a  term,  at 
.£100  a  year,  and  used  it  for  several  years,  discovered  that  another 
person  had  invented  the  same  thing,  and  publicly  used  it  in  Eng- 
land, before  the  defendant  obtained  his  patent.  The  plaintiff, 
therefore,  ])rouglit  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  to  recover 
back  the  amount  of  his  annual  ])aynients.  But  Heath,  J.,  observed, 
"  It  miglit  as  well  be  said,  that  if  a  man  lease  land,  and  the  lessee 
pay  rent,  and  afterwards  be  evicted,  he  shall  recover  back  the  rent, 
ihougli  he  has  taken  the  fruits  of  the  land."  And  Ciiambre,  J., 
said,  "  Both  parties  have  been  mistaken  ;  the  defendant  has  thrown 
away  his  money  in  obtaining  a  patent  for  his  own  invention  ;  not 
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SO  the  plaintiff,  for  he  has  had  the  use  of  another  person's  invention 
for  his  money."  [Lord  Denman,  C.  J.  The  subject  was  considered 
there  so  far  as  the  ])urposes  of  that  case  required.]  The  reasoning 
applies  here.  A  monopoly  in  the  use  of  the  invention  is  what  the 
licensee  of  a  patent  i>ays  for.  As  to  the  dictum  of  Lord  Coke  (Co. 
Litt.  352  h),  that  a  recital  docs  not  conclude,  tliat  can  be  only  where 
the  recital  is  of  matter  foreign  to  the  contract;  not  wliere  the  mat- 
ter recited  is  the  foundation  of  the  obligation,  as  it  is  here. 
Thus  in  Corrant's  *  Case,  Dyer,  196  a,  note  (41),  in  debt,  [*  28!)] 
the  condition  of  the  obligation  was,  "  if  the  defendant  sliouid 
suffer  the  plaintiff  to  enjoy  his  right  in  such  a  land;"  defendant 
pleaded  that  plaintiff  had  no  right,  and  on  demurrer  it  was  held 
good  ;  but  it  is  added  that  if  it  had  been  "  whereas  the  obligee  had 
right,"  it  would  have  been  otherwise. 

Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  after  stating  the  substance  of  tlie  declara- 
tion and  pleas,  proceeded  as  follows  :■ — The  plaintiff  contends  that 
these  pleas  are  bad,  because  the  defendant  is  estopped  by  his  deed 
from  pleading  them.  It  is  answered  as  to  the  first  plea,  that  it  is 
not  inconsistent  with  the  deed  ;  Ijut  we  think  it  is  so,  and  if  not, 
that  it  is  no  defence.  If  by  saying  that  the  supposed  invention  is 
not  new%  it  is  only  meant  that  it  was  discovered  by  tlie  plaintiff 
fifty  years  ago,  that  is  no  reason  that  he  should  not  now  have 
taken  out  a  patent  for  it.  So  as  to  the  second  plea,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  the  first  or  true  inventor:  tliat  averment  either  denies 
that  he  invented  the  contrivance,  or  denies  that  he  was  the  sole 
inventor.  The  answer  is  the  same  as  that  just  given  :  in  the  one 
case  the  defendant  states  what  he  is  estopped  from  alleging,  because 
it  contradicts  the  recital  of  his  own  deed  ;  in  the  other,  he  gives  no 
answer  to  the  declaration.  The  third  plea  puts  a  fact  in  issue  in 
direct  contradiction  to  the  recital  of  the  deed.  The  doctrine  of 
estoppel  has  been  guarded  with  great  strictness ;  not  because  the 
party  enforcing  it  necessarily  wishes  to  exclude  the  truth,  for  it  is 
rather  to  be  supposed  that  that  is  true  which  the  opposite  party 
has  already  recited  under  his  hand  and  seal ;  but  because 
*  the  estoppel  may  exclude  the  truth.  However,  it  is  [*  290] 
right  that  the  construction  of  that  which  is  to  create  an 
estoppel  should  be  very  strict.  As  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in 
Co.  Litt.  352  b,  that  a  recital  doth  not  conclude,  because  it  is  no 
direct  affirmation,  the  authority  of  Lord  Coke  is  a  very  great  one  ; 
but  still,  if  a  party  has  by  his  deed  recited  a  specific  fact,  though 
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introduced  by  "  wliereas,"  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  say  that  he 
shall  not  be  bound  by  his  own  assertion  so  made  under  seal.  This 
point  was  much  considered  in  Zainsou,  executor  of  Griffitlis,  v. 
Tremere,  1  A.  &  E.  792,  3  N.  &  M.  603  (Trinity  term  1834). 
There  could  have  been  no  case  in  which  the  Court  would  have 
been  more  strongly  inclined  to  struggle  against  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel  than  that.  The  action  was  upon  a  bond.  The  condition, 
set  out  on  oyer,  recited  that,  by  indenture  of  lease  between  the 
plaintiff's  testator  and  the  defendant,  the  testator  demised  premises 
to  the  defendant  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £170  ;  and  the  condition 
was,  payment  to  the  testator  of  that  sum.  The  defendant  pleaded 
that  the  lease  in  the  condition  mentioned  was  a  lease  the  redden- 
dum of  which  was  £140  only,  and  that  that  sum  had  always  been 
paid;  to  which  the  plaintiff  replied  that  the  yearly  sum  of  £170 
had  not  been  paid.  On  demurrer  it  was  held,  that  the  defendant 
was  estopped  from  pleading  a  lease  at  £140,  which  was  in  efl'ect 
the  same  as  saying  that  there  was  no  lease  at  £170  as  mentioned 
in  the  bond.  This  was  as  strong  a  case  as  can  be  conceived  ;  and 
the  averment  creating  the  estoppel  was  introduced  by  way  of 
recital ;    yet  this  Court,  upon   the   greatest    consideration  of   the 

cases  ancient  and  modern,  decided  for  the  estoppel.  I  do 
[*  291]  *  not  think  it  necessary,  in  deciding  the  present  case,  to 

enter  into  a  minute  examination  of  the  authorities ;  they 
were  fully  considered  on  tliat  occasion ;  and  I  think  the  case  of 
Haijnc  V.  Malthij,  3  T.  E.  438,  has  been  sufticiently  distinguished 
from  that  before  us.  in  the  course  of  the  argument. 

Taunton,  J.  The  law  of  estoppel  is  not  so  unjust  and  absurd 
as  it  has  been  too  much  the  custom  to  represent.  The  principle  is, 
that  where  a  man  has  entered  into  a  solemn  engagement  by  deed 
under  his  hand  and  seal  as  to  certain  facts,  he  shall  not  be  per- 
mitted to  deny  any  matter  which  he  has  so  asserted.  The  question 
here  is,  whether  there  is  a  matter  so  asserted  by  the  defendant 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  that  he  shall  not  be  permitted  to  deny  it 
in  })leading.  It  is  said  that  tlit;  allegation  in  the  deed  is  made  by 
way  of  recital,  but  I  do  not  see  that  a  statement  such  as  this  is  the 
less  positive  because  it  is  introduced  by  a  "  whereas."  Then  the 
defendant  has  pleaded  that  the  supposed  invention,  in  the  declara- 
tion and  letters  patent  mentioned,  was  not  nor  is  a  new  invention. 
These  words,  "  was  not  nor  is  a  new  invention,"  must  be  under- 
stood in  the  same  sense  as  the  words  "  had  invented,"  in  the  recital 
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of  the  deed  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  must  refer  to  the  time 
of  granting'  the  patent :  and  if  the  invention  could  not  then  l)e 
termed  a  new  invention,  it  could  not,  I  think,  have  been  truly  .said 
in  the  deed  that  the  jdaintiff  "had  invented"  the  improvements, 
in  the  sense  in  winch  the  deed  uses  the  words.  Then  the  plea 
directly  negatives  tlie  deed,  and  comes  within  the  rule  that  a  party 
shall  not  deny  what  he  has  asserted  by  his  solemn  instru- 
ment *  under  hand  and  .seal.  As  to  the  ca.se  of  Hayne  v.  [*  292] 
Malthy,  I  acknowledge  with  unfeigned  respect,  that  it  does 
not  become  me  to  criticise  the  opinions  of  Judges  so  great  and  emi- 
nent as  tho.se  who  sat  here  when  that  case  was  decided ;  but  it  is 
not  necessary  to  examine  into  the  grounds  of  the  judgments  there 
delivered,  because  I  think  Mr.  Tomlinson  has  distinguished  that 
case  from  the  present.  Here  there  is  an  express  averment  in  the 
deed,  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  inventor  of  the  improvements  ;  there 
the  articles  of  agreement  averred  nothing  as  to  the  originality  of 
the  invention,  but  merely  stated  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the 
assignees  of  the  patent,  which  they  might  have  been,  though  the 
assignor  was  not  the  original  inventor.  And  besides,  though  I  do 
not  rely  much  upon  that,  the  Judges  there  differed  in  the  reasons 
wliich  they  assigned  for  their  judgments.  It  is  sufficient,  however, 
to  say,  without  derogating  from  the  authority  of  those  learned 
Judges,  that  that  case  is  very  distinguishable  from  the  present.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  demurrers  here  are  well  grounded,  and  the 
plaintiff  entitled  to  judgment. 

Pattesox,  J.  The  third  plea  distinctly  raises  the  question  of 
estoppel ;  the  first  and  second  not  so  directly.  The  declaration 
sets  out  a  recital  in  the  deed  between  these  parties  ;  and  it  is  nec- 
essary to  consider  the  meaning  of  the  words  there  used.  It  is  said 
that  in  a  case  of  estoppel  nothing  is  to  be  taken  by  way  of  intend- 
ment. But  before  we  come  to  tlie  question  of  estoppel  we  must 
examine  the  construction  of  the  deed.  The  words  are,  "  that  the 
plaintiff  had  invented  certain  improvements,"  and  had 
obtained  his  Majesty's  letters  *  patent  for  the  sole  use  of  [*  293] 
the  said  invention.  This  recital  can  only  mean  that  he  had 
invented  a  new  machinery,  for  which  he  had  obtained  the  patent. 
If  it  meant  that  he  was  not  the  first  inventor,  it  would  be  absurd. 
That  being  so,  the  pleas  are,  first,  that  the  invention  is  not  new  ; 
secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  first  inventor.  Then,  if 
those  assertions  are  used  in  the  same  sense   as  the  words  "  had 
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invented  "  in  the  deed,  they  contain  a  direct  denial  of  the  matter 
there  recited  ;  if  not  used  in  the  same  sense,  they  are  no  answer  to 
the  declaration.  The  only  authority  cited  for  the  proposition  tliat 
no  estoppel  can  be  by  recital  is  that  from  Co.  Litt.  352  1».  It  is 
not  denied,  however,  that  there  have  been  many  cases  in  which 
matter  of  recital  has  been  held  to  estop  ;  but  then  it  is  said  that 
the  recital  in  those  cases  has  been  inseparably  mixed  with  the 
operative  parts  of  the  deed.  But,  if  that  be  a  test,  the  case  is  so 
here.  The  deed  recites  that  the  plaintiff  has  invented  improve- 
ments and  obtained  a  patent  for  the  invention,  and  then  it  proceeds 
to  a  demise  of  the  very  subject-matter  for  which  the  patent  is  so 
granted.  I  cannot  separate  these  things,  and  I  therefore  think  the 
recital  here  comes  within  the  description  which  Mr.  Wightman 
has  given  of  the  law  laid  down  by  the  old  cases.  The  passage  in 
Lord  Coke  must  be  taken  with  some  little  qualification :  and 
Lainson.  v.  Trcmcrc,  1  A.  &  E.  792,  8  N.  &  M.  603,  is  a  direct 
authority  to  show  that  there  may  be  an  estoppel  by  matter  of 
recital.  In  Haync  v.  Malthy,  3  T.  E,.  438,  the  recital  contained  no 
assertion  of  right  in  the  plaintiffs  except  as  assignees ;  and  the 
plea  did  not  deny  that.  The  case  was  not  properly  one  of 
[*  294]  estoppel.  How  far  *  the  principle  of  eviction  was  appli- 
cable, it  is  not  now  material  to  consider.  In  Oldham  v. 
Langmead,  3  T.  R.  439,  there  cited,  where  the?  action  was  brought 
by  the  assignee  of  the  patentee  against  the  patentee.  Lord  Kenyon 
would  not  allow  the  latter  to  show  that  tlie  invention  was  not  a 
new  one,  against  his  own  deed.  As  estoppels  are  mutual,  that  is 
a  strong  authority  to  sliow  that  the  assignee,  if  he  had  by  deed 
admitted  the  invention  to  be  new,  would  have  been  estopped  from 
pleading  the  contrary.  And  the  current  of  authorities,  and  partic- 
ularly the  late  case  of  Lainson  v.  Trcmcrc,  1  A.  &  E.  702,  3  N.  &  M. 
603,  show  that  there  may  be  an  estoppel  by  recital  iw  a  deed.  The 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  oiiinion.  A  passage  has  been 
cited  from  Lord  Coke,  in  which  he  says  that  an  estoppel  must  be 
certain,  and  not  to  be  taken  by  argument  or  inference.  But  to 
give  the  words  of  this  recital  the  sense  ascribed  to  them  by  the 
plaintiff,  is  no  argument;  it  is  only  making  use  of  the  common 
understanding  of  a  phrase  in  the  Englisli  language.  When  it  is 
said,  as  in  tliis  deed,  tliat  a  party  "had  invented"  an  improvement, 
it  means  tliat  lie  was  the  inventor  of  it  so  as  to  make  that  inven- 
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tioii  available  under  the  law  of  patents.  Tlie  words  "had  in- 
vented "  must,  then,  without  any  argument,  mean  that,  the  contrary 
of  which  is  averred  in  the  first  and  second  pleas.  The  question, 
therefore,  upon  these,  is  the  same  as  upon  the  third  plea,  as  to 
which  there  is  no  doubt.  Then  the  only  question  is,  whether  a 
recital,  not  being  a  direct  assertion,  can  estop  the  party  who  has 
made  it :  no  decision  has  been  cited  to  the  contrary ;  and 
this  Court  lately  determined  in  *  favour  of  such  an  estoppel  [*  295] 
in  Lainsoiix.  Trcmcrc,  where  the  doctrine  of  estoppels  was 
carefully  and  fully  considered,  and  where  the  estoppel  in  question 
depended  as  much  upon  a  recital  as  that  in  the  present  case. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

ENGLLSH  NOTES. 

As  additional  authorities  for  the  general  proposition,  reference  may 
be  made  to  Lainson  v.  Tremcre  (1834),  1  Ad.  «fe  El.  792,  1  N.  &  M. 
603;  Uordlnrj  v.  Auihler  (1838),  3  M.  &  W.  279,  and  Horton  v. 
West  lilt  lister  Iiiiprofeiiient  Coiiimlss'ioners  (1852),  7  Ex.  780,  21  L.  J. 
Ex.  297;  Yarmouth  ExrlmiKje  Bank  v.  Pdetlieii  (1885),  10  App.  Cas. 
293,  54  L.  J.  P.  C.  27,  53  L.  T.  537,  33  AV.  R.  801. 

A  person  who  conies  into  possession  of  land  iiuder  a  party  to  a  deed 
is  estopped  from  setting  up  a  title  inconsistent  with  the  deed:  Doe  d, 
Lemhvj  V.  Siytrroir  (1837),  7  Ad.  &  El.  157,  2  X.  &  P.  123,  W.  W.  &  D. 
517;  Doe  d.  Galnsford  v.  Stone  (184G),  3  C.  B.  176,  15  L.  J.  C.  P. 
234,  10  Jur.  480.  For  a  converse  case,  where  the  defendant  did  not 
come  in  by  the  deed,  see  Doe  d.  Mardiant  v.  Erringtoii  (1839),  6Bing 
X.  C.  79,  8  Scott  210,  3  Jur.  1126. 

Similarly  a  person  claiming  a  benefit  under  a  document  cannot  be 
heard  to  say  that  he  was  ignorant  of  any  fact  noticed  in  it,  or  which  he 
might  have  discovered  by  inquiries  to  which  lie  would  naturally  have 
been  put:  Joyce  v.  RaivUns  (1871),  L.  R..  11  Eq.  53,  40  L.  J.  Cli. 
105,  23  L.  T.  756,  19  W.  R.  217;  Board  v.  Board  (1873),  L.  R.,  9  Q. 
B.  48,  43  L.  J.  Q.  B.  4,  29  L.  T.  459,  22  W.  R.  206;  Summer  v. 
'"Scholfield  (1881),  43  L.  T.  763;  Dunn  v.  W!/ma7i  (1882),  51  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  623. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  deed  does  not  estop  the  parties  thereto  as 
against  persons  who  are  not  parties  and  for  whose  benefit  it  was  not 
intended  to  enure;   hi  re   Ghosts'    Trusts  (1883),   49  L.  T.   588. 

Xo  estoppel  can  be  raised  on  a  document  which  is  inconsistent  with  the 
document  itself;  Colonial  Bank  v.  Hepivorth  (1887),  36  Ch.  D.  36.  56 
L.  J.  Ch.  1089,  57  L.  T.  148,  36  W.  R.  259.  See  also  per  Kelly,  C  B., 
in  Morton  v.  Woods  (1869),  L.  R.,  4  Q.  B.  293. 
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Whether  a  particular  subject  is  parcel  uf  premises  dcinised  in  general 
terms  is  a  question  as  to  which  parol  evidence  is  adniissil)le.  Doe  d. 
Freeland  v.  Burt  (17S7),    1  T.  R.    701,    1   R.    R.   ;;07. 

In  determining  whether  a  recital  in  a  deed  effects  an  estoppel, 
regard  must  be  had  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  which  is  to  be 
gathered  from  the  construction  of  the  deed  as  a  whole :  StrongliUl  v. 
Buck  (1850),  14  Q.  B.  781,  19  L.  J.  Q.  B.  209,  14  Jur.  741;  South 
Uasterii  Ralhray  Co.,  v.  Warton  (1861),  6  H.  &  X.520;  In  re  Norton, 
Morton  V.  Perks  (1884)  51  L.  T.  420. 

The  recital  should  be  free  from  ambiguity,  and  certain  in  every 
respect:  Kepp\.  Wifjgett  (1850),  10  C.  B.  35,  per  Williams,  J.,  at  p. 
53;  Heath  v.  Crealoek  (1874),  L.  R.  10  Ch.  22,  per  Lord  Caikns,  at 
p.  30,  44  L.  J.  Ch.  157,  161,  31  L.  T.  650,  658;  General  Finance,  &c., 
Building  Society  v.  Liberator  Building  Society  (1878),  10  Ch.  D,  15, 
39  L.  T.  600,  27  W  R.  210;  Onward  Building  Society  v.  Snuthson  (C.  A. 
1892),  1893,  1  Ch.  1,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  138,  68  L.  T.  125,  41  W.  R.  53. 

As  showing  the  effect  of  a  recital  in  creating  an  estop])el,  the  follow- 
ing cases  are  in  point.  In  JVash  v.  Turner  (1794),  1  Esp.  217,  it 
was  held  that  where,  in  the  assignment  of  a  lease,  the  lease  was  recited, 
the  assignor  was  precluded  in  an  action  by  the  assignee  from  calling 
upon  him  to  prove  the  lease.  In  Clarke  v.  Hall  (1859),  24  L.  R.  Ir. 
316,  the  owner  of  lands  mortgaged  them  in  fee  and  then  demised  them, 
and  subsequently  joined  with  the  trustees  of  the  will  of  the  mortgagee 
in  a  deed  assigning  the  mortgage;  the  lessee  continued  in  possession 
after  the  expiration  of  the  term  at  the  same  rent;  —  action  being 
brought  by  the  assignee  to  recover  possession  on  the  title,  it  was  held 
that  the  mortgagor  was  estopped  from  denying  a  recital  in  the  deed  of 
assignment  of  a  document  essential  to  the  jdaintiffs'  title  and  not 
otherwise  proved. 

But  a  recital  in  a  lease  to  the  effect  that  it  was  made  under  a  leasing 
power  in  a  will  devising  an  estate  tail,  does  not  estop  the  person  ac- 
cepting the  lease  from  showing  that  the  estate  tail  was  barred;  Black- 
hall  V.  Gibson  (1878),  2  L.  R.  Ir.  49.  And  where  an  insolvent  at  the 
suggestion  of  one  of  his  creditors  executed  a  deed  of  assignment  to  him 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  which  rtM-ited  that  the  insolvent  had  pro- 
posed the  arrangement,  it  was  held  that  the  assignee  was  not  estopped 
from  contending  that  the  deed  was  not  voluntary:  Knight  \.  Fergnsson 
(1839),  2  H.  <fe  H.  59,  5  M.  &  W.  389.  And  see  In  re  Eddystone 
Marine  Insurance  Co.  (1893)  1893,  3  Ch.  9,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  742, *69  L. 
T.  363,  41  W.  R.  642  infra. 

As  to  the  effect  of  a  recital  in  restraining  the  operative  part  of  the 
deed,  see  Bottrell  v.  Sunnners  (1828),  2  Y.  &  J.  407;  Lamjton  v.  Corke 
<1822),  5  B.  &  Aid.  606,  1  Dowl.  &  Ry.  211,  24  R.  R.  488. 
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A  party  to  a  deed  is  not  estopjted  by  recitals  contained  in  other  deeds 
through  wliich  the  title  so  conveyed  is  derived:  Doe  d.  Slcelton  v.  Hhi'lton 
(1835),  3  Ad.  &  El.  265,  4  N  &  :\r.  857,  1  H.  &  W.  287. 

Estoppel  on  the  ground  of  any  statement  in  a  deed  only  operates  in  a 
proceeding  upon  the  deed  containing  such  statement.  In  any  collateral 
proceeding  upon  some  other  deed  or  contract,  though  between  the  .same 
parties,  the  statement  in  the  tirst  deed  is  evidence,  but  does  not  estop 
the  parties  from  denying  the  fact  stated:  Carter  v.  Carter  (1857),  3 
Kay  &  J.  G18,  27  L.  J.  Ch.  75,  4  Jur.  (X.  S.)  03.  See  further 
Fraser  v.  Pendleburij  (1801),  31  L.  J.  C.  T.  1,  10  W.  K.  104; 
South  Eastern  Ra'dway  Co.,  v..  U'artoti  (1862),  6  H.  &  X.  520,  31  L. 
J.  Ex.  515;  Saunders  v.  Merewether  (1865),  3  H.  &  C.  902,  35  L.  .1. 
Ex.  115,   lljur.  (X.  S.)  665;  Ex  parte  Morgan,  In  re  Simpson  (1876j, 

2  Ch.  D.  72,  45  L.  J.  Bk.  36,  34  L.  T.  329,  24  W.  R.  414. 

A  part}'  may  be  estopped  b}'  a  description  contained  in  the  deed. 
Thus  on  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  tin  outlawry  on  the  ground  of  mis- 
description, it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  estopped  by  the 
description  in  his  bond:  Bonner  \:  Wilkinson  (1822),  5  B.  &  Aid.  682, 
1  Dowl.  &  Ry.  328.  But  where  in  a  conveyance  to  a  purchaser  lands 
were  described  as  freehold,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  estopped  as 
against  the  widow  of  a  person  to  whom  they  had  previously  been 
devised  as  freehold,  from  alleging  that  they  were  not  freehold  and 
therefore    not    chargeable    with   dower:     Gaunt    v.     Wuinvian    (1836) 

3  Bing  X.  C.  69,   3  Scott  413,   2  Hodges  186. 

The  covenants  in  a  deed  may  effect  an  estoppel.  Thus,  where  A.  by 
an  ordinary  deed  of  lease  demises  to  B.  premises  of  which  the  legal 
estate  is  outstanding  in  a  mortgagee,  and  B.  has  been  let  into 
possession,  there  is  a  mutual  estoppel  between  A.  &  B.,  by  which  B.  is 
liable  to  A.  for  the  rent,  and  A.  is  liable  to  B.  on  the  covenant  for  quiet 
enjoyment:  Hartcupy.  Bell  (1883),  1  Cab.  &  El.  19.  But  the  coven- 
ants for  title  in  a  mortgage  of  freeholds  are  not  such  a  clear  averment 
that  the  mortgagor  is  seised  of  the  legal  estate  as  to  estop  him 
and  those  claiming  under  him  :  Generid  Finance  &:e.  Jhiildinij 
Societif  V.  Liberator  Building  ,SV>r(V^/('1878).  10  Ch.  D.  15,  39  L.  T.  (iOO. 
27  W.  R.  210.  The  owner  in  fee  of  land  by  purchase  from  the 
<lefendants  mortgaged  it.  He  afterwards,  by  fraud  on  his  own  i>art, 
but  not  on  that  of  the  defendants,  obtained  a  second  conveyance  con- 
taining the  usual  covenants  for  title  and  again  mortgaged  the  land  to 
the  plaintiffs.  It  was  held  in  an  action  for  breach  of  the  covenants  for 
title  that  the  statements  as  to  title  in  the  second  conveyance  did  not 
estop  the  defendants  from  setting  uj)  the  true  facts;  Onward  Building 
Societg  V.  Smithson  (1892)  1893.  1  Ch.  1,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  138,  68  L.  T. 
125,  41  W.  R.  53. 
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A  party  is  not  estopped  from  showing  that  a  deed  is  affected  with 
fraud.  In  order  that  a  deed  may  he  vitiated  by  fraud  it  mu.st,  however, 
be  frand  dans  Incinn  contractul ;  National  Exclianf/e  of  (llas/jnir  v. 
Drew  (1855),  2  Macq.  103.  And  see  Onward  Ihiihlnuj  Socteti/  \. 
Smifhson,  supra.  But  a  party  cannot  allege  that  his  deed  does  not 
bind  him  on  the  ground  that  it  is  affected  witli  his  own  fraud:  Barton 
V.  North  Staffordshire  Railway  Co.,  (1888),  38  Ch.  D.  458,  57  L.  J. 
Ch.  800,  58  L.  T.  549,  36  W.  R.  754;  Doe  d.  Mnhcrts  v.  Jio/>erts 
(1819),  2  B.  &  Aid.  367,  20  11.  E.  477;  Phlllpotts  v.  Ph  III  potts 
(1851),  10  C.  B.  85;  Bessey  v.  Windham  (1844),  6  Q.  B.  166,  14 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  7. 

A  deed  which  is  given  fur  an  illegal  purpose  can  work  no  estoppel. 
Thus  a  bond  given  as  iudenniity  to  a  person  who  liad  given  his  note  to 
induce  a  prosecutor  to  refrain  from  giving  evidence  on  ;ui  indictment  is 
void;  Coll  bis  \.  Bla  ntern  (17G7)  2  Wils.  311.  .')47.  Where  the  directors 
of  an  unincor[)orated  building  society,  which  liad  no  Itorrowing  powers, 
borrowed  money  for  the  societ^^  on  the  security  of  their  promissor}^ 
notes,  and,  the  society  having  afterwards  been  incorporated  under 
the  Building  Societies  Act  1874,  the  appellant  who  was  the  representa- 
tive of  the  lender  agreed  to  refrain  from  proceeding  against  the  society 
on  the  directors  giving  him  a  deposit  note  for  the  amount  due,  nnder 
the  seal  of  the  society,  stating  that  the  money  was  lent  by  the  society  on 
the  date  of  the  note,  and  thereupon  gave  up  to  them  the  promissory 
notes;  —  it  was  held  that  the  deposit  note  did  not  bind  the  Society: 
In  re  Sheffield  Bulldln(j  Society,  Ex  parte  Watson  (1888),  21  Q.  W.  I). 
301,  57  L.  J.  Q.  B.  609,  59  L.  T.  401,  36  \V.  E.  829.  See  further 
Chambers  v.  Mllford,  &c.  Railway  Co.  (the  Lloyd's  Bonds  case 
1864),   5  B.  &  S.  588,   33  L.  J.  Q.  B.  268. 

As  appears  ivom  Fairtitle  d.  Mytton  y.  Gilbert,  Xo.  5.  sa/ira,  a  party 
is  not  estopped  from  alleging  that  his  deed  contravenes  the  pnnisions 
of  a  statute.  It  has  been  held  a  good  plea  in  an  action  of  covenant  on 
a  lease,  that  the  premises  were  let  for  the  jturpose  of  being  used  by  the 
defendant  in  drawing  oil  and  tar,  and  boiling  oil  of  tar  contrary  to  25 
Geo.  III.  c.  77:  Gas  Lir/ht  Co.  v.  Tamer  (1840),  6  Bing  X.  C.  324. 
Again  it  has  mo"e  recently  been  de(;i(led  that  a  company,  having  no 
power  to  issue  shares  as  fully  ]iaid  up  for  which  no  consideration  is 
given,  is  not  estopped  by  recitals  in  tlie  contract  made  with  the  allottees 
of  shares,  which  j)urport  to  show  that  consideration  has  been  given, 
from  showing  that  there  was  none,  /n  re  Eddystone  Marine  Jnsaranee 
Co.  (1893)  1893,  3  Ch.  9,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  742,  69  L.  T.  363,  41  W.  K. 
642.  See  also  Doe  d.  Bagrialey  v.  Hares  (1833),  4  B.  &  Ad.  435;  J)oe 
d.  Chandler  v.  Ford  (1835).  3  Ad.  &  El.  649. 

In    some  cases  an    inip('rfe(;t  deed   lias  been  heUl  not  to  be  binding. 
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Tlius  an  action  of  covenant  lias  been  lield  not  maintaiiiablo  on  an  in- 
tlenture  of  lease  \vliich  had  not  been  executed  by  the  le.s.sor:  (Jtirdwi-ll 
V.  Lucas  (18:5()),  2  JNf.  &  ^^'.  111  ;  Pitman  v.  Woodhmj  (1848),  3  Ex. 
11.  On  the  other  hand,  where  a  lease  by  the  master  and  sjovernors  of  an 
hospital  was  sealed  witli  the  common  seal  of  the  hospital,  it  was  held  to  be 
no  answer  to  an  action  by  (he  two  survivinj^  governors  for  nr)n  rej>air 
that  they  had  not  executed  the  deed  as  individuals:  CdocIi  v.  Goodman 
(1842),  2  Q.  B.  598.  2  G.  &  D.  ir)[),  G  Jur.  779. 

In  support  of  the  statenicnt  that  a  void  document  is  no  estoppel,  refer- 
ence may  be  made  to  the  case  of  Smltlt  v.  Crnjtpfr  (1885),  10  App.  Cas. 
249,  55  L.  J.  Ch.  12,  53  L.  T.  330,  33  W.  l\.  753,  where  it  was  held  that 
a  person  was  not  estopped  from  questioning  the  validity  of  a  patent 
though  granted  to  himself  and  assigned  by  his  trustee  in  bankruptcy. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

The  principal  cases  are  all  cited  in  Bigelow  on  Estoppel.  Goodtitle  v. 
Bailey  is  cited  in  Pingrey  on  Ileal  Estate,  and  with  Fairtitle  v.  Gilbert  in  Wash- 
hin-n  on  Real  Property ;  Bowman  v.  Tw/lor  is  cited  in  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Euc.  of 
Law,  p.  7. 

Although  the  distinction  between  sealed  and  unsealed  instruments  is  abol- 
ished in  some  States,  yet  the  estoppel  remains.  Jones  v.  Morris,  61  Alabama, 
518 ;  Ranlcin  v.  Warnei;  2  Lea  (Tennessee),  ;!02. 

The  general  principle  is  established  in  a  vast  number  of  cases.  See  Corn- 
stock  V.  Smith,  lo  Pickering  (Mass.),  116;  23  Am.  Dec.  670:  Child,^  v.  Mc- 
Chesney,  20  Iowa.  4ol  ;  89  Am.  Dec.  545:  MclVillidtns  v.  JVi.sly,  2  Sergeant  & 
Rawle  (Penn.),  507  ;  7  Am.  Dec.  654  ;  Baxter  v.  Bradbury,  20  :\laine,  260  :  37 
Am.  Dec.  49  ;  Nash  v.  Spofford,  10  Metcalf  (Mass.),  192  ;  43  Am.  Dec.  425 
(wife  joining  in  husband's  deed)  ;  Gillium  v.  Bird,  8  Iredell  Law  (Nor.  Car.), 
280;  49  Am.  Dec.  379;  Dodcje  v.  Walley,  22  California,  224  ;  83  Am.  Dec. 
61 ;  Village  of  Mankato  v.  Wdlard,  13  Minnesota.  1 ;  97  Am.  Dec.  208  ;  Peter- 
son V.  Brown,  17  Xevada,  172  ;  45  Am.  Kep.  437  (deed  void  as  to  creditors 
valid  between  parties)  ;  Bush  v.  Rogan,  65  Georgia,  320  :  38  Am.  Rep.  785 ; 
Ranch  v.  Dech,  116  Penn.  State,  157  ;  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  598 ;  Tyler  v.  Hall,  106 
Missom-i,  313 ;  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  337  ;  De  Frieze  v.  Quint,  94  California,  653  ; 
28  Am.  St.  Rep.  151  ;  Reinhard  v.  Virginia  L.  M.  Co,  107  Missouri.  616;  28 
A.m.  St.  Rep.  441 ;  Dyer  v.  Rich.  1  Metcalf  (IMass.)  180  (deed  before  incor- 
poration but  within  subsequent  corporate  powers). 

But  to  have  this  effect  the  deed  juust  be  valid  and  effectual.  So  an  execu- 
tor is  not  estopped  ]>y  his  void  deed  :  Chase  v.  Cartright,  53  Arkansas,  358; 
22  Am.  St.  Rep.  207 ;  and  so  of  a  mortgage  of  a  homestead  not  signed  by  the 
wife  :  Alt  v.  Banholzer,  39  Minnesota.  511  :  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  681.  So  a  widow- 
is  not  estopped  from  claiming  dower  by  simply  signing  her  husband's  deed. 
Roach  V.  White,  94  Indiana.  510;  Lothrop  v.  Foster,  51  Maine,  367:  Concord 
Bank  v.  Bellis,  10  Cushing  (Mass.),  276;  3  Wa.shburn  on  Real  Property,  p. 
106;  Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  p.  283;  Sanford  v.  Kane,  133  Illinois,  109;  t 
Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  724. 
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It  is  perfectly  settled  that  the  recital  of  the  receipt  of  the  consideration  in 
money  does  not  estop  to  deny  the  receipt  nor  to  show  that  it  was  less,  or  some- 
thing other  than  money.  Browne  on  Parol  Evidence,  p.  288;  McCrea  v.  Pur- 
mort,  16  Wendell  (X.  Y.).  460 ;  30  Am.  Dec.  103 ;  Goodspeed  v.  Fuller,  46 
Maine,  141  ;  71  Am.  Dec.  572;  Watson  v.  Blaine,  12  Sergeant  &  Rawle  (Penn.), 
131  ;  14  Am.  Dec.  669;    Wilkinson  v.  Scott,  17  INIassachusetts,  249. 

The  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  recitals  in  deeds,  of  particular  and  essential 
matters,  is  substantiated  by  many  cases.  See  Stoiv  v.  Wysfi,  7  Connecticut, 
214;  18  Am.  Dec.  99:  Hall  v.  Benncr,  1  Penrose  &  Watts  (Penn.),  402;  21 
Am.  Dec,  394;  Hohart  v.  Dodfje,  10  ]\Iaine,  156;  25  Am.  Dec.  214;  Steven- 
son's Heirs  v.  McRear//,  12  Smedes  &  IMarshall  (Mississippi),  9;  51  Am.  Dec. 
102;  Osborne  v.  EndicotI,  6  California,  149;  65  Am.  Dec.  498;  Reynolds  v. 
Cool;  83  Virginia,  817;  5  k\\\.  St.  Rep.  317  ;  OrtJiirein  v.  Thomas,  127  Illinois, 
554  ;  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  159  (as  to  grantees);  Cohh  v.  Oldjield,  151  Illinois,  540; 
42  Am.  St.  Rep.  263 ;  Kelly  v.  State,  25  Ohio  State.  567 ;  Usi?m  v.  Wilder,  58 
Georgia,  178  ;  Redicoodv.  Toicer,  28  Minnesota,  45  ;  School  District  v.  Stone,  106 
United  States,  183  ;  Kennedy  v.  Brown,  61  Alabanui,  296 ;  Smith  v.  Graham,  34 
Michigan,  302;  Johnson  v.  Thompson,  129  ^Massachusetts,  398;  Pay-kinson  v. 
Shennan,  74  New  York,  88  ;  Donohoo  v.  Murray,  62  Wisconsin,  100. 

But  ordinarily  general  recitals  do  not  estop.  Farrar  v.  Cooper,  34  Maine, 
394;  Muldenherg  v.  Driickenmiller,  103  Penn.  State,  631;  McDonald  v.  Lusk, 
9  Lea  (Tennessee),  654. 

A  mere  recital  of  the  powers  of  a  public  corporation  creates  no  estoppel. 
Northern  Bank  v.  Porter,  110  United  States,  608.  But  a  corporation  author- 
ised to  do  certain  acts  is  estopped  by  its  recitals  to  show  any  irregularity  in 
the  performance.     Cromwell  v.  Sac,  9(5  United  States,  51. 

As  to  municipal  bonds,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  holds  that 
recitals  are  absolutely  conclusive  if  the  issue  is  not  ultra  vires,  and  is  under 
color  of  power.  Commissioners  v.  Aspinivall,  21  Howard,  539.  Town  of  Venice 
V.  Murdock,  92  United  States,  494.  In  a  few  States  such  recitals  are  only 
prima  Jacie  evidence.  Starin  v.  Town  of  Genoa.  23  Xew  York,  439  ;  Veeder 
V.  Lima,  19  Wisconsin,  280;  Lewis  v.  Cojnmissioners.  12  Kansas,  186;  105 
U.  S.  739. 

But  all  Courts  agree  that  if  the  bonds  are  ultra  vires  they  are  voidable,  even 
in  the  hands  of  innocent  purchasers.  Marsh  v.  Fulton  County.  10  Wallace 
(U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  683;  Bissell  v.  City  of  Kankakee,  64  Illinois,  249;  16  Am. 
Rep.  .554;  Browne  on  Parol  Evidence,  pp.  403-408 ;  Tone  v.  Columbus,  39 
Ohio  State,  281  ;  48  Am.  Rep.  438  ;  McPherson  v.  Foster,  43  Iowa,  48  ;  Schaf 
ferv.  Bonham,  95  Illinois,  368.  As  where  they  sliow  on  their  face  that  they 
■were  issued  before  the  law  autliorising  them  took  effect :  McClnre  v.  Oxford, 
94  I'liited  State.s,  429. 

Even  in  such  cases  the  corporation  is  esto]>i)ed  l)y  accepting  the  benefits. 
Railroad  Co.  v.  McCarthy,  OG  United  States,  267  ;  Whitney  Arms  Co.  v.  Barlow. 
C)'.]  X(-w  York.  62;  Ward  v.  Johnson,  95  Illinois,  215:  Clay  T71S.  Co.  v.  Huron 
Salt  Co..  ;>1  Michigan,  346  ;  Supervisors  v.  Schenck,  5  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.), 
772:  Slate  v.  Van  Home,  7  Oliio  State,  327;  Barrett  v.  County  Court,  44  IMis- 
souri.  199  ;  North  //.  3f.  B.  Sf  Z.  As.s'n  v.  Hudson  F.  N.  Bank,  79  Wisconsin. 
31  ;  11  Jjawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  845. 
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And  if  the  deed  was  executed  before  incorporation,  but  was  within  the 
subsequently  granted  charter,  it  estops.  Dyer  v.  Ilich,  1  Metcalf  (Mass.),  18;> ; 
(i  'i'honipson  on  Corporations,  sect.  TtiuO ;  Scheujfier  v.  Grand  Lodge,  4.j  Min- 
nesota, 'jr)(j ;  Liter  v.  Ozokerile  M.  Co.,  7  Utah,  487  ;  Ten  KycL  v  PoiUiac,  Sj'c.  R. 
Co.,  7i  Micliigan,  'J2(') ;  10  Am.  St.  Kep.  (io-i ;  -i  Lawyers'  Hep.  Annotated, 
;;7S:  Duolei/  v.  Cfieshire  Class  Co.,  15  Gray  (Mass.),  iUl.  15ut  conLra:  Jloijc^ 
V.  Trustees,  40  ^Maryland,  ol'.\  ;  and  so  defects  in  the  organization  may  not  be 
.setup:  Lehman  v.  Warner,  til  Alabama,  455  ;  McCarthy  \.  La  case  he,  Hi)  Illi- 
nois, 270 ;  Attorney-General  V.  .S'/?«o«/o«,  78  North  Carolina,  57;  Ihif/erman  v. 
Ohio  B.  Ass'n,  25  Ohio  State,  186.  But  see  Boyce  v.  Methodist  Churchy  4ti 
Maryland,  359. 
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(1815.) 

RULE. 

A  TENANT  of  land  is  estopped  irom  disputing  the  title  of 
the  landlord  by  whom  he.  or  the  person  through  whom  he 
claims,  was  let  into  possession. 

Doe  d.  Knight  v.  Smythe. 

4  Maule  &  Selwyu  .•547-.'549   (IG  R.  IL  486). 

Hjectment.  —  Landlord  and  tenant.  — Estoppel. 

A  third  person  cannot  defend  as  landlord  upon  the  trial  of  an  ejectment,  [347] 
where  it  appears  that   the  teuant  in  possession    came  in  as  tenant  to 
lessor  of  plaintiff,  and  paid  rent  to  him,  under  an  agreement  that  has  expired. 

At  the  trial  of  this  ejectment  before  He.\th,  J. ,  at  the  last 
^yarwickshire  assizes,  the  tenant  in  possession  did  not  appear 
to  defend,  but  the  defendant  appeared  to  defend  as  land- 
lady. It  was  proved  that  the  tenant  *  in  possession  came  [*  348] 
in  under  an  agreement  with  tlie  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
for  a  term  of  years,  which  was  expired,  and  paid  rent  to  him,  and 
afterwards  discLaimed.  And  the  doubt  was  if  the  defendant,  who 
had  entered  into  the  landlord's  rule,  could  set  up  her  title  in 
defence  to  this  ejectment.  It  was  objected  that  inasmuch  as  the 
tenant  could  not  dispute  the  title  of  his  lessor,  neither  could  any 
other  in  the  character  of  his  landlord  be  permitted  to  do  it.      And 
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the  learned  Judge  being  of  that  opinion  directed  a  verdict  for  tlie 
plaintiff. 

Vanghan,  Serjt.,  moved  for  a  new  trial  npon  this  point,  and  he 
said  that,  supposing  the  objection  to  be  well  founded,  yet  it  came 
too  late ;  for  this  should  have  been  made  as  an  objection  to  tlie 
defendant's  entering  into  the  landlord's  rule,  or  upon  an  applica- 
tion to  the  Court  to  discharge  that  rule. 

Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.  Who  shall  be  considered  as  land- 
lord is  a  consequence  to  be  deduced  from  the  acts  of  the  parties, 
and  is  not  to  be  doled  away  at  pleasure. 

Bayley,  J.  The  tenant  should  have  given  up  the  possession 
to  Knight,  and  then  the  defendant,  if  she  has  title,  might  have 
maintained  her  ejectment. 

Dampiek,  J.  The  tenant  in  possession  paid  rent  to  the  lessor 
and  then  disclaimed.  But  he  ought  to  give  back  the  possession 
to  the  lessor,  and  after  that  the  defendant  may  have  her  eject- 
ment. It  has  been  ruled  often  that  neither  the  tenant, 
[*  .349]  nor  any  one  claiming  by  *  him,  can  controvert  the  land- 
lord's title.  He  cannot  put  another  person  in  possession, 
but  must  deliver  up  tlie  premises  to  his  own  landlord.  This,  I 
believe,  has  been  the  rule  for  the  last  twenty-five  years,  and  I 
remember  was  so  laid  down  by  Bullek,  J.,  upon  the  western 
circuit. 

Per  Curiam,  Bule  refused. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

"The  true  ground  for  estoppel"  i."*,  according  to  the  judgment  of 
Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  in  Laiigford  v.  Sehnes  (1857), 
?y  K.  &  J.  220,  229,  ''that  a  tenant  may  not  dispute  tlie  right  of  his 
landlord  by  sayijig  that  he  had  nothing  in  the  property.  It  is  equally 
clear, "  he  observes,  ''that  he  may,  nevertheless,  show  that  the  land- 
lord had  an  interest  at  the  date  of  the  lease,  which  has  since  deter- 
mined." The  ground  of  the  doctrine,  as  stated  I)y  Lisn,  J.,  in 
Morton  V.  Woods  (18G8),  L.  R.,  3  Q.  B.  G58,  at  \^.  <")71,  is  that  "... 
inasmuch  as  the  parties  have  agreed  that  they  should  stand  in  the  rela- 
tion of  landlord  and  tenant,  and  the  one  accordingly  receives  possession 
from  the  other  and  enters  on  the  premises,  so  lonji^  as  he  continues 
in  jtossf'ssioii.  he  cannot  be  he:ird  to  deny  the  state  of  facts  which  he 
has  agreed  shall  be  taken  as  the  basis  of  the  arrangenunit;  in  other 
words,  he  cannot  set  u]>  that  the  landlord  has  no  legal  title."  The 
principle   is   exactly   expressed  by   Pai.las,  C.  P).,  in  Wogan  v.  DoijJc 
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(1883),  12  L.  K.  Iieliuul  G9,  72,  —  "The  defendant  is  estopped  fi-om 
alleging  that  his  lessor  had  not  at  the  time  of  letting  any  estate  in  the 
j)i-emises.  He  may,  liowever,  on  proju'i  pleading  show,  that  the  estate 
which  the  lessor  had  at  the  time  of  letting  liad  expired  before  tlie  eom- 
mencenient  of  the  aetioii.' 

So,  in  an  action  of  replevin  to  whicli  the  landlord  made  a  general 
avowry,  it  was  held  that  the  tenant  c(nild  not  reply  ''  uU  hubiut  In 
teneineatU:'  ShUuhiu  v.  Stradiintj  (1704),  2  Wils.  2U8.  A  tenant 
cannot  allege  tliat  his  landlord  lias  only  an  equitable  interest,  Francis 
V.  Boa  (1.  Harrt'u  (1838),  4  M.  &  W.  331;  Dolby  v.  lies  (1840;,  11  Ad. 
&  EI.  335;  nor  can  a  landlord  on  such  a  ground  defend  a  claim  under 
his  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  Jfartciijj  v.  Bell  (1883),  1  Cab.  & 
El.  19.  A  tenant  who  takes  premises  from  lessors  as  trustees  of  the 
joint  estate  of  two  persons,  is  estopped  from  alleging  that  they  are 
trustees  for  only  one  of  them.  Fbtniing  v.  GoodliKj  (1834),  10  Bing. 
o49.  Where  a  person  entitled  as  co-partner,  made  a  lease  of  the  whole 
land,  the  tenant,  after  having  entered  and  paid  rent,  was  estopped 
.from  denying  that  the  heir  and  privy  in  blood  to  the  lessor  was  entitled 
to  the  whole.      Weeks  v.  Birch  (1894),  G9  L.  T.  759. 

But  where,  in  an  action  b\^  the  devisee  of  the  reversion  on  a  lease 
3'ielding  rent  to  the  lessor,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  declaration 
alleged  that  the  reversion  belonged  to  the  lessor  and  his  heirs,  a  plea 
traversing  the  allegation  was  held  good.  For  non  constat,  even  by 
estoppel,  that  the  lessor  had  an  estate  in  fee.  Weld  v.  Baxter  (Ex.  & 
Ex.  Ch.  1856),  11  Ex.  816,  1  H.  &  N.  568,  25  L.  J.  Ex.  214,  26  L.  J. 
Ex.  112. 

The  tenant  is  equally  estopped  as  against  an  assignee  of  the  rever- 
sion, Doe  d.  Willis  V.  Birchmore  (1839),  9  Ad.  &  El.  662;  and  also 
against  the  remainder-man  under  the  same  settlement  under  which  the 
lessor  was  tenant  for  life,  Doed.  Coltmere  v.  Wldtroe  (1822).  Dowl. 
&  By.  (N.  P.)  1,  25  R.  R.  769. 

In  ejectment  by  a  superior  landlord  against  a  lessee,  the  latter  cannot 
dispute  the  title  of  the  former*,  Barwick  d.  Mayor  of  Iticlnnond  v. 
Thom;pson  (1798),  7  T.  R.  488,  4  R.  R.  499;  and  where  an  interme- 
diate landlord  is  introduced,  the  lessee,  if  he  has  occupied  with  notice 
of  the  lease  to  such  landlord,  cannot  question  his  title,  Bennie  v. 
Bohinson  (182.3),  1  Bing.  147,  7  Moore,  539.  1  L.  J.  C.  P.  30,  25  R. 
R.  604. 

The  assignee  of  a  lease  is  estopped  equally  with  his  assignor.  Tay- 
lor V.  Needham  (1810),  2  Taunt.  278.  11  R.  R.  572;  Johnson  \.  Mason 
(1794),  1  Esp.  89;  Doe  d.  Bullen  v.  Mills  (1834),  2  Ad.  &  El.  17; 
Doe  d.  Manton  v.  Flower  (1832),  9  Bing.  41. 

But  a  third   person   not   claiming  possession   of  the   land,  who   has 
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brought  goods  on  to  the  land  by  the  license  of  the  tenant,  is  not  es- 
topped from  disputing  the  lessor's  title.  Tadnian  v.  Henmun  (1893), 
1893,  2  Q.  B.  168. 

A  tenant  cannot,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake,  question  the 
title  of  a  person  to  whom  he  has  attorned,  Graveno)-  v.  Woodhouse 
(1822),  1  Bing.  38,  7  Moore,  289,  25  R.  R.582;  Hall  v.  Butler  (1839), 
10  Ad.  &  El.  204;  Uoe  d.  Marlow  v.  Wifjgins  (1843),  4  Q.  B.  367;  or 
paid  rent,  Carlton  v.  Bowcock  (1885),  51  L.  T.  659;  or  at  whose  hands 
he  has  submitted  to  a  distress,  Panton  v.  Jones  (1813),  3  Camp.  372, 
14  R.  :R.  757;   Cooper  v.  Blandy{l^M),  1  Bing.  N.  C.  45. 

A  tenant  is,  as  already  observed,  not  estopped  from  showing  that  his 
landlord's  title  has  expired.  Neave  v.  Moss  (1823),  1  Bing.  360,  8 
Moore,  389,  2  L.  J.  C.  V.  25,  25  R.  R.  650;  England  v.  Slade  (1792), 
4  T.  R.  682,  2  R.  R.  498;  Doe  d.  Marriott  v.  Edn-ards  (1834),  5  B.  & 
Ad.  1065;  Downsx.  Cooper  (1841),  2  Q.  B.  256;  Doed.  Strode  v.  Seton 
(1835),  2  C.  M.  &  R.  728;  Monntney  v.  Collier  (1853),  1  El.  &  Bl. 
630,  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  124. 

Nor  is  a  tenant  estopped  from  showing  tliat  he  has  been  evicted  by  a 
person  claiming  under  title  paramount.  Watson  v.  Lane  (1856),  11 
Ex.  769,  25  L.  J.  Ex.  101.  And  it  would  appear,  at  least  in  any 
action  other  than  an  ejectment  strictly  so  called,  that  where  the  tenant 
holds  under  a  lessor  who  had  only  the  equity  of  redemption,  aud  the 
mortgagee  intervenes  by  giving  notice  to  the  tenant  to  pay  the  rent  to 
him;  the  tenant,  having  submitted  to  pay  the  rent  accordingly,  is  in 
the  same  position  as  if  the  mortgagee  had  brought  ejectment,  ol)tained 
judgment,  and  turned  him  out  of  possession.     Ilnd. 

A  tenant  may  dispute  the  title  of  one  from  whom  he  di<l  not  get 
possession,  and  to  whom  he  has  not  attorned,  in  tlie  strict  sense  of  the 
word,  at  the  request  or  witli  the  privity  of  tlie  i)erson  from  whom  he 
did  get  possession.  Gregory  v.  Doidge  (1826),  3  Bing.  474,  11  Moore, 
.394,^4  L.  J.  C.  P.  159;  Cornish  v.  Searell  (1828),  8  B.  &  C.  471. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

This  doctrine  is  very  familiar  and  well  settled  in  tliis  country.  Uigelow 
on  Estoppel,  :}72,  et  seq.  A  sealed  lease  was  early  held  essential  to  raise  such  an 
estoppel,  but  this  has  become  obsolete  :  Bigelow,  sripra.  See  Caldwell  v.  Smitli, 
77  Alabama,  157;  Helena  v.  Turner,  30  Arkansas,  ."')77  ;  Cranger  v.  Parker, 
VM  Massachusetts,  2'J8;  Niins  v.  Sherman,  4'-)  Micliigaii,  !.">;  Hatch  v.  JiuUock; 
Tyl  New  Ilainpsliire,  15;  Betli^  v.  Wurdi,  32  New  J<>rsey  Ivpiity,  82;  Territt  v. 
Cowenhoven,  79  New  York,  400;  James  \.  Russell,  1)2  North  Carolina,  194: 
Parker  v.  Nanson,  12  Nebraska,  419;  Kothmun  v.  Markson,  34  Kansas,  542; 
Ahhott  V.  Cromartie,  72  North  Carolina,  292;  21  Am.  Rep.  457;  Morrison  v. 
Jjassetf,  26  Minnesota,  235;  Love  v.  Law,  .57  Mississippi,  596;  Connell  v. 
liowdreys  Heirs,  4  T.  li.  Monroe  (Kentucky),  392 ;   7'i/ler  v.  Davis,  61  Texas, 
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074;  IIoll  V.  jMaiiin,  al  Penu.  St.  4f)9;  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  of  Law,  p.  2.% 
citino-  the  iirincipal  case.  'I'hese  citations  cover  the  cases  of  an  expired  lease, 
possession  when  tenancy  began,  and  deed  showing  no  title  in  the  landlord. 
See  notes,  1:5  Am.  Dec.  G8-72;  09  ibid.  510,  oil  ;  Spriii(/s  v.  SchencL;  UU  North 
Carolina,  5.51;  G  Am.  St.  Rep.  55J  ;  Williaiits  v.  Wail,  2  Soutli  Dakota,  210; 
:{9  Am.  St.  Kep.  7G8  ;  1  Wasliburn  on  Real  Property,  p.  598,  citing  the  princi- 
])al  case  and  others. 

It  is  equally  well  settled,  however,  that  the  tenant  may  purchase  and 
acquire  the  title  from  another:  llilhourny.  Fcxjg,  99  Massachusetts,  11;  Nellis 
V.  Lathrop,  22  Wendell  (X.  Y.),  121;  -U  Am.  Dec.  285;  Doe  v.  Roberts,  11 
Iredell  Law  (Nor.  Car.),  424;  5-'}  Am.  Dec.  419;  Casey  v.  Greijory,  13  B.  Mon- 
roe (Kentucky),  505 ;  50  Am.  Dec.  581 ;  Camley  v.  StauJieUl,  10  Texas,  540  :  00 
Am.  Dec.  219;  Ferguson  v.  Etter,  21  Arkansas,  100;  70  Am.  Dec.  301 ;  Bettison 
V.  liiuhl,  17  Arkansas,  546;  65  Am.  Dec.  442;  Weichselhaum  v.  Curlett,  20 
Kansas,  709;  27  Am.  Rep.  204;  Rodgers  v.  Palmer,  83  Connecticut,  155; 
Pickett  V.  Ferguson,  45  Arkansas,  177  ;  55  Am.  Rep.  545 ;  Shields  v.  Lozear,  34 
New  Jersey  Law,  490 ;  3  Am.  Rep.  250. 

Or  set  up  eviction  by  title  paramount :  Morse  v.  Goddard,  13  Metcalf 
(Mass.),  177;  Whalin  v.  Wliite,  25  New  York,  462;  Rossw.  Dysart,  33  Renn. 
State,  452;  Grist  v.  Hodges,  3  Devereux  (Nor.  Car.),  205;  even  constructive 
<'viction  :  ^forse  v.  Goddard,  supra;  Simers  v.  Saltus,  3  Denio  (N.  Y^.),  214; 
Bigelow  on  Estoppel,  p.  388. 

Or  acquire  a  paramount  title:  Jackson  v.  Rotvland,  0  Wendell  (N.  Y.), 
066;  22  Am.  Dec.  557. 

Or  show  expiration  of  the  landlord's  title  in  some  other  way :  Caldwell 
V.  Smith.  77  Alabama,  157;  St.  John  v.  Qidtzow.  72  Illinois,  334;  Ryder  v. 
Mansell,  (iO  Maine,  167 ;  Presstman  v.  SUljacks,  52  Maryland,  647 ;  Lamson  v. 
Clarkson,  113  Massachusetts,  348;  18  Am.  Rep.  498;  Camp  v.  Camp,  5  Con- 
necticut. 291;  Wells  v.  Mason,  5  Illinois,  84;  Kinney  v.  Doe,  8  Blackford 
(Indiana),  3.50;  Casey  v.  Gregory,  13  B.  Monroe  (Kentucky),  505;  Giles  v. 
Ebswortli,  10  Maryland,  333 ;  Wolf  v.  Johnson,  30  Mississippi,  513 ;  Pentz  v. 
Kuester.  41  Missouri,  447 ;  Howell  v.  Ashmore,  22  New  Jersey  Law,  261  ; 
Lessee  of  Devacht  v.  Neicsam,  3  Ohio,  57.  See  generally,  notes,  1  Wood  on 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  p.  497. 

The  gist  of  the  whole  doctrine  is  that  the  tenant  is  estopped  to  deny  the 
landlord's  title  when  he  has  title  and  when  the  tenant  is  tenant,  and  not 
otherwise. 
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No.  8.  — PICKARD  v.  SEARS. 
(1837.) 

No.  9. —FREEMAN  v.  COOKE. 
(1848.) 
RULE. 

Wheke  one  by  his  words  or  conduct  wilfully  causes 
another  to  believe  the  existence  of  a  certain  state  of  things, 
and  induces  him  to  act  on  that  belief,  so  as  to  alter  his 
own  previous  position,  the  former  is  concluded  from  aver- 
ring against  the  latter  a  different  state  of  things  as  exist- 
ing at  the  same  time. 

And  whatever  a  man's  real  intention  may  be,  if  he  so 
conducts  himself  that  a  reasonable  man  would  take  the 
representation  to  be  true  and  believe  that  it  was  meant 
lie  should  act  upon  it,  and  if  he  did  act  upon  it  accord- 
ingly, the  person  making  the  representation  w^ould  be 
equally  precluded  from  contesting  its  truth.  Conduct  by 
negligence  or  omission,  where  there  is  a  duty  cast  upon  a 
person  by  usage  of  trade  or  otherwise  to  disclose  the 
truth,  may  often  have  the  same  effect. 

But  where,  although  the  second  person  did  believe  the 
representation,  and  did  in  a  sense  act  upon  it,  he  did  not 
act  as  the  former  person  intended  to  induce  him  to  act, 
but  contrariwise,  the  former  person  is  not  estopped  by  the 
statement. 

Pickard  v.  Sears. 

6   Adolphus  &  Ellis,  400-474. 

Estoppel.  — Ilcpresculalion  Juj  Conduct. 

[469]       In  an  action  of  trover,  it  app(>arod  lliat,  plaintiff  boinij  tlio  legal  owner 
of  tho  goods  in  question,  they  wen;  seized  while  in  the  actual  possession 
of  a  third  party,  under  an  execution  against  such  third  party,  and  sold  to  defend- 
ant.   flieWlhat,  under  a  plea  denying  plaintiff's  possession,  defendant  might  show 
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that  pkiiutift'  autlinriscd  the  .'^alo  ;  aiul  that  a  jury  iniylit  infer  such  authority 
tVoin  the  pUiiutifl'fi insulting  with  the  execution  creditor  as  to  the  disposal  of  tlie 
property,  without  mentioning  liis  own  claim,  after  he  knew  ot  the  seizure  and  of 
the  intention  to  sell. 

Trover  for  machinery.      Pleas  ;  First,  not  guilty  ;  secondly,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed,  &c.      Issues  on  both  pleas. 

*  On  tlie  trial  before  Lord  Denmax,  C.  J.,  at  the  Lou-  [*470] 
don  sittings,  after  Trinity  term,  LSoy,  it  appeared  that 
tlie  property  was  taken  ])y  tlie  sheriff  of  Surrey,  under  a  Ji.  fa. 
issued  against  Metcalfe,  in  April,  1834,  at  the  suit  of  Hill,  and 
was  sold  by  the  sheriff  to  the  defendants  in  August,  18oL  It 
was  not  disputed  that  the  property  had  originally  belonged  to 
Metcalfe,  and  that  he  in  fact  was  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure.  The  plaintiff'  proved  the  execution  of  an  indenture  of 
mortfrasre,  dated  loth  January,  18o4,  between  Metcalfe  of  the  first 
part,  and  himself  of  the  second ;  whereby,  in  consideration  of 
£913,  lis.  6d.,  paid  to  Metcalfe  by  the  plaintiff,  the  land  and 
house  where  the  machinery  was,  together  with  the  machinery 
itself,  and  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  Metcalfe  therein, 
were  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c. ,  subject  to  a 
proviso  for  redemption  on  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors, 
&c.,  of  the  said  sum  of  £913  11-5.  6^^. ,  with  interest,  on  the  15th 
of  January,  1835 ;  with  a  covenant  that,  if  default  should  be 
made  in  payment,  it  should  be  lawful  for  Pickard  to  enter  upon 
the  messuage,  &c. ,  and  take  possession  of  the  goods,  &c.  Notice 
of  this  deed  was  given  by  the  plaintiff"  to  the  defendants,  after  the 
sale  by  the  sheriff;  and  possession  of  the  property  was  demanded 
of  them,  and  refused.  By  the  evidence  of  Hill's  attorney,  it 
appeared  that,  after  the  seizure,  the  plaintiff  had  repeatedly  con- 
versed with  the  witness,  sometimes  in  Metcalfe's  presence,  refer- 
ring to  the  seizure,  and  had  never  made  any  claim  to  the  goods, 
though  he  stated  that  Metcalfe  was  his  debtor  for  about  £500,  and 
frequently  consulted  with  the  witness  as  to  the  best  way  of  dis- 
posing of  the  property  :  that,  after  a  negotiation  for  sale  had  gone 
off,  the  witness  had  advised  the  plaintiff  and  ]\Ietcalfe 
*  to  try  to  raise  £1000  to  pay  off  the  execution  creditor,  [*471] 
and  the  remainder  to  go  to  carry  on  the  business  :  that 
the  plaintiff"  had  named  a  party,  from  whom  it  was  attempted,  but 
Avithout  success,  to  obtain  the  money;  and  that  the  witness  had 
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told  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendants  were  about  to  purchase  the 
property.  It  was  not  disputed  that  the  mortgage  was  made  hond 
fide,  nor  that  the  defendants  had  purchased  hona  fide  and  without 
notice  of  the  mortgage.  The  defendants'  counsel  applied  to  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  to  amend  the  pleas  by  inserting  a  plea  of 
leave  and  licence ;  which  was  refused.  They  then  suggested  that 
it  should  be  left  to  the  jury  whether  the  plaintiff  had  concurred 
in  the  sale  :  but  his  Lordship  was  of  opinion  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  such  concurrence,  and  directed  the  jury  to  find  for  the 
plaintiff',  if  they  thought  that  the  mortgage  was  a  hona  fide  trans- 
action. Verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  In  Michaelmas  term,  18.35, 
Sir  E.  Pollock  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial. 

Erie  and  Sewell  showed  cause  in  Hilary  term  last'  The 
articles  were  in  Metcalfe's  possession,  according  to  the  intention 
of  the  mortgage  deed  ;  there  was  no  badge  of  fraud.  The  property 
was  in  the  plaintiff',  and  never  passed  to  the  defendants.  This  is 
the  only  question  open  on  the  pleadings,  no  doubt  being  raised  as 
to  the  conversion,  which  alone  can  be  disputed  on  the  first  plea. 
Now  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  made  no  objection  when  the  sale 
was  going  to  take  place  without  his  knowledge  could  not 
[*  472]  divest  him  of  the  property.  *  He  was  not  bound  to  inter- 
fere. The  plaintiff*'s  consent,  if  material  to  the  defence, 
should  have  been  pleaded. 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  Cleasby  contra.  The  sale  took  place  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff,  and  virtually  by  his  authority. 
He  had  full  power  to  authorise  a  sale,  either  generally,  or  to  a 
particular  party ;  and  his  acts  went  far  enough  to  give  the 
authority.  Then  he  cannot  dispute  that  the  sale  was  valid,  and 
transferred  the  possession,  so  as  to  support  the  second  plea.  His 
conduct  induced  the  attorney  of  the  execution  creditor  to  change 
the  situation  of  the  parties ;  and  the  case  resembles  that  of  admis- 
sions made,  upon  which  the  party  to  whom  they  are  made  acts  so 
as  to  change  his  situation  ;  there  he  who  makes  the  admission  is 
estopped  from  disputing  the  fact  admitted ;  judgments  of  the  Court 
of  K.  B.  in  Graves  v.  Key,  3  B.  &  Ad.  318,  n.  {a),  and  Hcanc  v. 
Rogers,  9  I'.  &  C.  586.  The  jury  should,  therefore,  have  been 
asked  whether  the  plaintiff  authorised  the  sale. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

*  January  16th.     Before  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  Wim.iams  and  Coleridge,  JJ. 


U.  C.  VOL.  XI.]  SECT.  III.  —  IN    PAIS. 


SI 


No.  8.  —  Pickard  v.  Sears,  6  Adol.  &,  E.  472-474. 


Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  this  term  (April  27th),  delivered  the 
judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  for  maclnuery  and  other  articles, 
brought  by  a  mortgagee  of  one  Metcalfe,  the  former  owner,  against 
a  purchaser  from  the  sheriff",  under  an  execution  levied  against 
that  former  owner.  The  pleas  were:  first,  not  guilty;  second, 
that  plaintiff  was  not  possessed  of  the  property  as  his  own. 
Sufhcient  evidence  of  a  bond  fide  mortgage  was  adduced  to  prove 
that  the  property  had  been  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  some 
*  months  before  the  execution ;  and  no  doubt  was  ulti-  [*  4?;)] 
mately  made  that  the  property  was  in  fact  his.  The 
mortgagor  had  however  remained  in  possession,  carrying  on  his 
trade,  till  the  execution  issued :  and  the  defendant  made  it  plainly 
appear  that,  even  after  the  sheriff  had  entered,  and  even  after  tlie 
plaintiff  knew  that  a  sale  was  in  contemplation,  he  had  come  to 
the  premises,  and  given  no  notice  of  his  claim ;  on  the  contrary, 
he  called  on  the  execution  creditor's  attorney,  with  the  mortgagor, 
and  consulted  him  about  the  state  of  affairs,  and  the  course  to  be 
taken.  He  stated,  indeed,  that  he  was  Metcalfe's  creditor  to  the 
amount  of  £500,  but  never  spoke  of  the  mortgage,  or  claimed  the 
goods  as  his  own,  though  the  attornev  told  him  that  he  had  some 
intention  to  sell  them.  The  defendant  purchased  honci  fide,  and 
in  total  ignorance  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  interest.  The  bill 
of  sale  was  executed  on  the  12th  of  August,  the  jjlaintiff's  first 
application  was  made  in  December,  when  he  demanded  the  sum 
advanced ;  which  being  refused,  he  demanded  the  goods :  they 
were  refused  also. 

The  difficulty  was,  to  give  the  defendant  the  benefit  of  these 
facts  under  the  pleas  on  the  record.  After  I  had  summed  up  the 
evidence,  an  application  to  amend  l)y  introducing  a  plea  of  leave 
and  licence  was,  for  obvious  reasons,  refused. 

The  defendant's  counsel  then  contended  that  the  plaintiff's  con- 
duct amounted  to  a  concurrence  in  the  sale,  so  as  to  make  him  in 
truth  the  vendor,  and  divest  the  property.  I  thought  there  was 
no  evidence  of  this;  and  declined  to  take  the  jury's  opinion 
whether  the  facts  proved  it.  We  granted  a  rule  for  a  new 
trial,  being  *  desirous  of  considering  whether  this  view  of  [*  474] 
the  case  ought  not  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

Much  doubt  has  been  entertained  whether  these  acts  of  the 
plaintiff,   however  culpable  and   injurious  to  the  defendant,   and 
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however  much  they  might  be  evidence  of  the  goods  not  being  his, 
in  the  sense  that  any  persons,  and  amongst  others  the  defendant, 
would  be  naturally  induced  thereby  to  believe  that  they  were  not, 
furnished  any  real  proof  that  they  were  not  his.  His  title  having 
been  once  established,  the  property  could  only  be  divested  by  gift 
or  sale ;  of  which  no  specific  act  was  even  surmised. 

But  the  rule  of  law  is  clear,  that,  where  one  by  his  words  or 
conduct  wilfully  causes  another  to  believe  the  existence  of  a  cer- 
tain state  of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act  on  that  belief,  so  as 
to  alter  his  own  previous  position,  the  former  is  concluded  from 
averring  against  the  latter  a  different  state  of  things  as  existing 
at  the  same  time;  and  the  plaintiff",  in  this  case,  might  have 
parted  wuth  his  interest  in  the  property  by  verbal  gift  or  sale, 
without  any  of  those  formalities  that  throw  technical  obstacles 
in  the  way  of  legal  evidence.  And  we  think  his  conduct,  in 
standing  by  and  giving  a  kind  of  sanction  to  the  proceedings  under 
the  execution,  was  a  fact  of  such  a  nature  that  the  opinion  of  the 
jury  ought,  in  conformity  to  Heanc  v.  Rogers  and  Graves  v.  Key, 
to  have  been  taken,  whether  he  had  not,  in  point  of  fact,  ceased 
to  be  the  owner.  That  opinion,  in  the  affirmative,  would  have 
decided  the  second  issue  on  the  record  in  the  defendant's  favour. 

Rule  absolute. 

Freeman  v.  Cooke. 

18  L.  J.  Ex.  114-120  (s.  c.    2  Ex.  654;  6  I).  &  L.  187  ;   12  ,Tur.  777). 
[114]  Estoppel.  —  Pleading.  —  Bepresentatmi. 

An  estoppel  b\  pais  in  general  need  not  be  pleaded  to  make  it  obligatory,  and 
it  binds  the  jury  as  well  as  the  parties,  whatever  be  the  form  of  pleading. 

Where  a  person  wilfully  makes  a  representation  intended  to  induce  another 
to  act  npon  the  faith  of  it,  or  where  (whatever  be  his  intention)  a  reasonable 
man,  in  the  situation  of  that  other,  would  believe  that  it  was  meant  that  he 
should  act  npon  it ;  and,  in  either  case,  that  other  does  act  upon  it  as  tru(>  and 
alters  his  position,  there  is  an  estoppel  //'  pc'"^  t<>  conclude  the  former  from 
averring  against  the  latter  a  different  state  of  things  as  existing  at  the  same 
time;  and  conduct  by  negligence  or  omission,  where  tlierc  is  a  duty  cast  npon 
the  person  to  disclose  the  truth,  may  often  have  the  same  effect.  But  unless 
the  statement  was  intended  to  induce  the  other  to  act  on  the  faith  of  it,  or  was 
such  that  a  reasonable  persdu  would  act  on  the  faith  of  it.  there  is  no  estoi>pel, 
although  the  other  did  in  fact  believe  the  statement,  and  was  in  fact  induced  to 
alter  his  jiosition  accordingly.  The  language  used  by  the  (\)urt  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  PicJcard  v.  Sear.s  and  Gregg  v.  Wells  must  be  understood  with  this 
qualification. 
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Trover  l»y  the  assignees  of  Williaiu  Broadbent,  a  bankrupt. 
The  first  count  was  for  a  conversion  before  the  bankruptcy. 

rieas — 'Not  guilty:  that  the  brtnkru})t  was  not  possessed;  and 
leave  and  licence  from  the  bankrupt.  [Tliere  was  a  second  count 
on  which  nothing  turned.] 

At  the  trial,  before  Aldersox,  15.,  at  the  Liverpool  Spring 
Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  the  sheriff'  of  York- 
shire, and  that  his  officer  had  seized  the  goods  in  question 
under  a  writ  oi  fi.  fa.  against  Joseph  *  and  Benjamin  [*  115] 
Broadbent.  Evidence  was  given  that  the  goods  belonged 
to  the  l)ankrupt  William  Broadbent;  that  he,  being  in  expecta- 
tion of  an  execution  against  himself,  removed  them  to  the  house 
of  Joseph  Broadbent,  who  was  his  father.  That  then  antici})at- 
ing  a  distress  for  rent  on  his  father  Joseph,  he  removed  them  to 
the  house  of  Benjamin  Broadbent,  who  was  his  brother.  When 
the  sheriff's  officer  entered  the  house  of  Benjamin  Broadbent,  tiie 
bankrupt  (apparently  supposing  he  had  a  writ  against  himself) 
gave  him  notice  not  to  seize  the  goods,  as  they  were  the  property 
of  Benjamin.  The  officer  produced  his  writ,  which  was  against 
Benjamin.  Then  the  bankrupt  said  the  goods  belonged  to  another 
brother,  and  finally  that  they  belonged  to  himself.  The  officer 
seized  and  sold  them  as  the  goods  of  Benjamin,  before  the 
bankruptcy. 

The  defendant's  counsel  contended  that  the  statements  of  the 
bankrupt  operated  as  conclusive  evidence  against  the  bankrupt, 
and  the  plaintiffs  who  claimed  through  him,  that  the  property 
was  not  that  of  the  bankrupt.  The  jury,  in  answer  to  questions 
from  the  learned  Judge,  found  that  the  goods  were  in  fact  the 
goods  of  the  bankrupt;  that  before  the  seizure  the  bankrupt 
falsely  stated  to  the  defendant's  officer  that  the  goods  belono-ed 
to  Benjamin,  and  that  the  officer  was  thereby  induced  to  seize 
them  as  Benjamin's.  The  learned  Judge  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
him  on  any  of  the  issues. 

Knowles  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly. 

Watson,  Atherton,  and  H.  Hill  showed  cause.  ^  —  The  plain- 
tiffs, being  the  assignees  of  William  Broadbent,  are  no  doubt 
bound  by  his  acts;  and  the  case  must,   it  is  admitted,  be   con- 

1  Before  Parke,  B.,  Ai.derson,  B.,  Rolfe,  B.,  and  Tlatt,  B.,  on  the  22ud  ami 
26th  of  June,  1848. 
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sidered  as  if  William  Broadbent  had  continued  sui  juris,  and 
brought  trover  in  liis  own  name;  and  it  is  not  disputed  that  his 
statements  and  assertions  were  evidence  and  cogent  evidence 
against  him,  and  those  claiming  through  him,  that  the  goods  were 
not  his ;  but  the  jury  have  found  tliat  the  goods  were  his,  and  the 
defendants  do  not  now  dispute  that  their  finding  was  right.  There 
is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  the  false  representation  is  a  justifi- 
cation per  sc.  Coote  v.  Lightvorth,  F.  Moore,  457.  In  that  case 
"  Coote  brought  false  imj)risonment  against  Lighworth,  who  justi- 
fied for  that  he  had  a  warrant  to  arrest  J.  David ;  he  asked  of 
Coote  what  was  his  name,  who  answered  that  his  name  was  J. 
David,  2)€r  quod  he  arrested  him.  The  plaintiff'  demurred,  and  it 
was  adjudged  for  the  plaintiff;  for  the  defendant  ought  at  his 
peril  to  have  taken  notice  of  the  party. "  And  Thurhane's  Case, 
Hardr.  323,  is  to  the  same  effect.  IVice  v.  Hartvood,  3  Camp. 
108,  is  distinguishable.  There  the  real  party  meant  was  taken  in 
execution.  He  had  let  the  proper  time  for  taking  advantage  of 
the  misnomer  go  by,  and  moreover  he  was  known  by  the  one  name 
as  well  as  the  other. 

[Alderson,  B.  Yet  Lord  Ellenbokough  ritled  as  he  is  repre- 
sented to  have  done  in  the  report,  in  a  manner  not  consistent  with 
the  case  in  Moore.  I  was  present,  and  I  think  Lord  Ellenbokough 
said  he  remembered  a  case  of  two  brothers,  one  of  whom  suffered 
himself  to  be  arrested  for  the  other,  and  failed  in  an  action  for 
false  imprisonment] 

[Parke,  B.     The  first  part  of  Lord  Ellenborough's  judgment 
was  indisputably  right,  and  was  sufficient  to  support  the  decision. 
What    followed  was    merely  a  dictum.      The   case    in   Moore   is 
sanctioned  by  Com.  Dig.  "  Imprisonment, "  (L,  2),  and  it  always 
has  been  the  opinion  of  the  profession  that  it  is  law.  ] 

There  is  no  distinction  between  a  writ  against  the  person  and 
the  goods  in  this  respect.  The  plea  of  licence  is  out  of  the  ques- 
tion. The  intention  of  the  bankrupt,  as  every  one  must  perceive, 
was  not  to  licence  the  officer  to  seize  the  goods,  but  to  deter  him 
from  doing  so.  The  question  is,  therefore,  reduced  to  this, 
whether  the  facts  found  estop  the  bankrupt  and  his  privies  from 
saying  that  the  goods  belonged  to  the  bankrupt,  or  rather  whether 
the  jury  are  estopped  from  finding  the  truth  under   the   second 

issue. 
[*116]       *  [Parke,  B.     There  is  no  doubt  a  rule,  that  where  a 
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party  has  liad  an  opportunity  of  relying  on  an  estoppel  by  plead- 
ing it,  and  has  not  done  so,  he  has  waived  the  estoppel,  and  the 
jury  are  not  bound  by  it  afterwards.  We  had  occasion  to  con- 
sider the  subject  recently  in  D<>c  v.  Wdlsman,  2  Ex.  368,  IS  L. 
J.  Ex.  277.  How  far  does  that  doctrine  apply  to  estoppels  in  pais  ? 
We  always  at  JVisi  Frius  have  been  in  the  habit  of  treating  the 
acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  as  estopped  from  denying  the  draw- 
ing of  it,  yet  that  may  be  pleaded  as  an  estoppel.  Sanderson  v. 
Collman,  4  Man.  &  G."  209,  11  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  C.  P.  270.] 

It  is  submitted  that,  except  where  an  interest  passes  to  feed  the 
estoppel,  it  must  be  pleaded,  or  the  matter  is  left  at  large.  It  is 
not,  however,  necessary  to  press  that  point,  for  the  facts  found 
here  do  not  amount  to  an  estoppel  even  if  pleaded.  To  make  a 
good  plea  in  estoppel,  the  defendant  must  go  as  far  in  his  plea  as 
lie  would  be  bound  to  do  in  his  declaration,  if  he  were  the  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  against  the  bankrupt  for  making  the  statement. 
He  must  show  that  the  statement  was  made  either  so  as  to  render 
the  person  making  it  a  party  to  a  contract,  or  el.se  he  must  aver 
that  the  statement  was  in  breach  of  a  duty,  and  intended  to  pro- 
cure him  to  change  his  ])osition,  and  that  he  did  change  his  posi- 
tion accordingly.  If  such  are  the  facts,  he  may  bring  an  action 
for  the  false  statement,  or  he  may  by  pleading  estop  the  other 
party  from  averring  against  his  statement.  Unless  the  facts  go 
so  far  no  action  lies,  Collins  v.  Evans,  5  Q.  B.  820 ;  13  L.  J. 
(N.  S.)  Q.  B.  180;  and  though  the  statement  is  evidence,  and  it 
may  be  very  cogent  evidence,  it  is  no  estoppel.  The  distinction 
between  cogent  evidence  and  estoppel  is  pointed  out  in  Armani 
V.  Castrique,  13  M.  &  W.  443,  14  L.  J.  (K  S. )  Ex.  36.  All  the 
cases,  with  one  exception,  in  which  there  is  an  estoppel,  come 
within  these  principles.  In  PicJcard  v.  Searsf  6  Ad.  &  E.  469 
(No.  8,  p.  78,  ante),  there  was  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had,  as 
Lord  Dexman  says,  "  concurred  in  the  sale  so  as  to  make  him  in 
truth  the  vendor ;  "  and,  therefore,  he  was  estopped.  Gregg  v. 
Wells,  10  Ad.  &  E.  90,  8  L.  J.  (X.S.)  Q.  B.  193,  is  on  the  same 
principle.  And  the  language  of  the  Court  in  Pirla rd  v.  Sears  is 
in  accurate  accordance  with  this  principle,  and  so  is  that  of  Lord 
Dexman  in  Gregg  v.  Wells,  if  rightly  understood :  he  says,  "  A 
party  who  negligently  or  culpably  stands  by  and  allows  another 
to  contract  on  the  faith  and  understanding  of  a  fact  which  he  can 
contradict  cannot  afterwards  dispute  that  fact  in  an  action  against 
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the  person  whom  he  has  assisted  in  deceiving."  It  is  suhmitted 
that  by  negligence  must  be  understood  the  neglect  of  some  duty. 
It  must  be  owned,  however,  that  Coles  v.  the  Bank  of  England, 
10  Ad.  &  E.  437,  9  L.  J.  (X.  S.)  Q.  B.  36,  is  not  to  be  reconciled 
with  this  principle,  nor  is  that  case  intelligible. 

[liOLFE,  B.  The  principle  laid  down  by  the  Court  is  the  same 
as  in  Pickard  v.  Sears  and  Gregg  v.  JFells,  and  it  is  not,  perhaps, 
material  to  inquire  whether  it  was  properly  applied  to  the  facts.] 

Then,  if  such  be  the  necessary  ingredients  in  an  estoppel,  this 
case  fails  in  them.  It  is  obvious  that  there  is  no  contract  or 
agency.  Neither  can  it  be  said  to  be  tlie  duty  of  the  baidcrupt  to 
tell  whose  these  goods  were. 

It  must,  at  all  events,  be  shown  that  he  procured  an  act  to  be 
done  that  would  not  otherwise  be  done.  Com.  Dig.  "  Action  for 
a  Deceit, "  (A,  10).  The  sheriff's  officer  here  was  not  meant  by 
the  bankrupt  to  seize  the  goods;  the  false  statement  was  intended 
to  deter  him  from  doing  so.  A  man  is  not  estopped  in  conse- 
quence of  another  acting  on  his  statement  unless  he  intended  him 
to  act  upon  it. 

[Parke,  B.  You  must  (jualify  that.  A  partner  who  has 
retired  is  estopped  from  denying  that  he  is  a  party  to  a  contract 
made  with  a  customer  in  the  partnership  name,  unless  the  cus- 
tomer has  notice  of  his  retirement ;  yet  it  cannot  be  supposed  that 
he  intended  that  the  continuing  partners  should  })ledge  his  credit 
in  fraud  of  him.] 

The  retiring  partner  neglects  his  duty  in  not  giving  notice,  and 
he  must  be  taken  to  intend  the  natural  consecpience  of  his  neglect, 
viz.,  that  the  customer  should  continue  to  deal  with  the 
[*  117]  partnership  as  if  he  were  *  still  a  mem])er  of  it.  The 
defendant  here  ought  as  a  reasonable  man  to  liave  acted 
on  his  own  judgment,  not  on  a  statement  contradicted  as  soon  as 
made. 

Knowle-s  (Hall  was  with  him),  in  suj)p(irt  of  the  rule.  Unless 
the  decisions  of  the  Queen's  Bench  in  Pickard  v.  Sears,  Gregg  v. 
Wells,  and  Coles  v.  the  Bank  of  Bngl<(nd  are  to  be  overruled,  tlie 
plaintiffs  here  are  estopped. 

[Pahke,  B.  Tlie  best  way  to  consider  it  is  to  suppose  that 
William  l>roadbent  continued  siii  juris,  and  brought  an  action  in 
his  own  name  against  tlu;  defendant,  averring  that  he  was  pos- 
sessed of  these  goods  as  liis  property,   and  tliat  you  }»leaded    to 
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estop  him  from  doing  so.     Could  you  make  a  good  plea  in  estoppel, 
without  inserting  averments  not  proved  in  this  case  ?] 

[Ai.DERsox,  B.  Coupling  the  evidence  and  what  I  said  to  the 
jury  with  tlicir  tinding,  the  facts  are  clear.  William  Droadbent, 
whom  we  are  to  suppose  tlie  })laintift',  stated  to  the  defendant  that 
the  goods  were  tlie  property  of  his  brother  Benjamin  :  he  then 
contemporaneously  made  another  statement,  inconsistent  with  the 
first,  that  they  were  the  property  of  another  brother.  Both  of 
these  statements  were  wilful  falsehoods,  and  each  of  them  involved 
a  statement  that  tlie  goods  were  not  the  property  of  William 
Broadbent,  the  plaintiff.  Tlie  third  statement  that  the  goods  were 
his  own  came  after  the  defendant  had  altered  his  position  by  seiz- 
ing the  goods,  and  may,  therefore,  be  put  out  of  the  question. 
The  defendant  believed  the  first  statement,  and  in  consequence  of 
his  belief  he  seized  the  goods,  and  so  altered  his  position.  But 
the  bankrupt  did  not,  in  fact,  intend  him  to  seize  the  goods,  but 
the  contrary;  and  though  he  may  be  in  one  sense  estopped  from 
denying  that  he  intended  such  consequences  as  a  reasonable  man 
would  know  to  be  likely  to  follow  from  his  statement,  that  will 
not  help  you  here,  for  a  reasonable  man  wuuld  have  expected  the 
sheriff  not  to  believe  (jue  of  the  inconsistent  false  statements  more 
than  the  other,  but  to  inquire  and  exercise  his  judgment] 

These  facts  bring  the  case  within  Picl-ard  v.  Scars.  They  are 
stronger  than  those  in  that  case,  for  here  there  is  wilful  and 
intentional  falsehood,  which  there  was  not  in  that  case. 

[Parke,  B.  The  facts  there  showed  and  the  judgment  men- 
tions that  the  plaintiff  wilfully  induced  the  defendant  to  alter  his 
position.  The  Court  seems  to  have  had  the  case  of  Heane  v. 
Rogers,  9  B.  &  C.  577,  7  L.  J.  K.  B.  285,  before  them  in  form- 
ing their  judgment.  In  that  case  Bavley,  J.,  says,  "  There  is  no 
doubt  but  that  the  express  admissions  of  a  party  to  the  suit,  or 
admissions  implied  from  his  conduct,  are  evidence,  and  strong 
evidence,  against  him  ;  but  we  think  that  he  is  at  liberty  to  prove 
that  such  admissions  were  mistaken  or  were  untrue,  and  is  not 
estopped  or  concluded  by  them,  unless  another  person  has  been 
induced  by  them  to  alter  his  condition ;  in  such  a  case  the  party 
is  estopped  from  disputing  their  truth  with  respect  to  that  person 
(and  those  claiming  under  him)  and  that  transaction ;  but  as  to 
thitd  persons,  he  is  not  bound."  All  the  illustrations  given  in 
that  judgment  are,  as  you  will  find,  cases  where  the  act  done  was 
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intended  to  be  authorised.  Bayley,  J.,  afterwards  says,  "It  is 
not  necessary  to  refer  particularly  to  the  cases  in  which  a  bank- 
rupt has  been  precluded  from  disputing  his  commissions,  and 
Avhich  were  cited  in  argument.  The  earlier  cases  fall  within  the 
principle  above  laid  down.  In  Clarl'c  v.  Clcwlr,  6  Esp.  61,  the 
bankrupt  was  not  permitted  to  call  that  sale  a  conversion  which 
he  himself  liad  procured  and  sanctioned ;  in  Lile  v.  Howe,  6  Esp. 
20,  he  was  precluded  from  contesting  the  title  of  persons  to  be 
assignees,  whom  he,  by  his  conduct,  had  procured  to  become  so ; 
and  the  last  case  on  this  subject,  Watson  v.  Wnce,  5  B.  &  C.  153, 
is  distinguishable  from  the  present,  because  Wace,  one  of  the 
defendants,  was  the  person  from  whose  suit  the  plaintiff  had  been 
discharged,  and  therefore,  perhaps,  he  might  be  estopped  with 
respect  to  that  person  by  his  conduct  towards  him. "  As  one  of 
the  Judges  wlio  decided  in  Heanc  v.  Rogers,  I  have  no  hesitation 
in  saying  that  the  Court  were  dissatisfied  with  the  decision  in 
Watson  v.  Wace.  I  think  you  will  find  that  the  person  who 
makes  a  statement  on  which  another  alters  his  position  is  not 
estopped  unless  he  so  induces  the  latter  to  alter  his  position  that 

the  former  would  be  responsible  to  him  in  an  action  for 
[*118]    it.      Supposing  *  that  the  goods,  instead  of  belonging  to 

William  Broadbent,  had  belonged  to  a  third  person,  and 
that  the  now  defendant  brought  an  action  against  William  Broad- 
bent  for  procuring  him  to  seize  the  goods  as  the  goods  of  the 
execution  debtor,  could  he  maintain  it?  The  propositions  as  to 
that  were  carefully  examined  in  the  well-considered  case  of  Col/ins 
v.  Erans  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  Either  the  representation 
must  be  such  as  to  amount  to  a  direction  to  the  plaintiff  to  do  the 
act  as  agent  of  the  defendant,  or  else  it  must  be  a  statement  made 
in  neglect  of  some  duty,  and  which  is  intended  by  him,  or  which, 
from  the  mode  in  which  it  is  made,  is  calculated  to  induce  the 
j)laintiff  to  act  upon  it;  or  there  is  no  ground  of  action.  The  lirst 
proposition  was  accurately  laid  down  in  the  judgment  in  Collins  v. 
JUvans.  It  was  not  necessary  to  notice  the  other  in  the  judgment 
in  that  case,  but  it  had  been  previously  laid  down  in  Pollnll  v. ' 
Walter,  3  B.  &  Ad.  114,  1  L.  J.  (K  S.)  K.  B.  92.  Is  there  any 
case  to  show  that  you  could  make  a  good  })lea  withc^ut  averring  a 
procurement  or  authoiity  from  the  bankrupt  to  the  defendant  to 
seize  the  goods,  or  a  deceitful  representation,  knowing  it  to  be 
false,  made  with  intent  that  he  shoidd  seize  the  goods,  or  so  made 
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that  the  bankrupt  knew  that  tlie  defendant,  acting  as  a  reasonable 
man,  wuuhl,  in  consequenee,  seize  the  gcjuds  ?  The  facts  here 
would  not  prove  any  one  of  these  averment.s.  ] 

A  party  may  be  estopped  by  a  representation  that  would  not 
make  liim  liable  to  an  action.  The  cases  are  not  identical.  In 
The  S/ieJicld,  Ashton-undci'-Lijnc  and  Manclicstcr  Railway  Coni- 
pamj  V.  Woodcock,  7  M.  &  W.  574;  11  L.  J.  (X.  8.)  Ex.  2G, 
Parke,  ]j.  ,  says,  "  It  is  a  universal  rule  of  law  that  where  a  party 
makes  a  representation  to  another,  wliereby  the  situation  of  the 
latter  is  altered,  he  is  bound  thereby. " 

[Parke,  B.      You  must  qualify  that,  as  I  liave  just  done.] 

The  defendant  here  would  have  proved  a  plea  that  William 
Broadbent  wilfully  and  knowingly,  and  in  neglect  of  his  duty  to 
be  silent,  or  to  speak  the  truth,  represented  to  the  defendant  that 
the  g(jods  were  the  goods  of  Benjamin ;  that  the  defendant 
believed  his  statement  that  they  were  the  goods  of  Benjamin,  and, 
in  conse(|uence,  altered  liis  position  liy  seizing  them  as  the  goods 
of  l)enjaniin.  That  is  sufficient  to  make  an  estoppel  to  prevent 
him  (or  the  plaintitts,  who  are  privy  to  him)  from  averring 
against  the  defendant  that  they  were  not  the  goods  of  Benjamin. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  aver  or  prove  an  intention.  The  language 
of  the  Queen's  Bench,  in  Banks  v.  Neioton,  16  L.  J.  Q.  B.  142, 
Pickard  v.  Sears,  and  Gregg  v.  Wells,  is  such  as  to  show  that  the 
intention  of  the  person  making  the  representation  formed  no 
ingredient  in  the  estoppel  in  their  opinion. 

[Aldersox,  B.  We  are  discussing  a  subject  where  to  express 
the  idea  accurately  we  must  have  perfect  accuracy  of  language. 
Xo  Judge  can  be  expected,  wlien  not  writing  his  judgment  for  the 
very  purpose,  to  choose  his  words  with  such  precision.  The 
decisions  themselves  on  the  facts  may  well  stand,  and  yet  the 
inferences  drawn  by  you  from  the  words  be  wrong.] 

Taking  it  in  that  way,  and  looking  at  the  decision  only,  it  is 
impossible  to  lay  down  the  rule  just  suggested  by  the  Court, 
without  expressly  overruling  Coles  v.  Tlie  Bank  of  England. 
What  action  could  the  Bank  there  have  maintained  against  the 
testatrix  ?  She  had  no  intention  to  mislead  the  Bank,  for  she  was 
quite  ignorant  of  what  the  representations  were  which  the  forger 
had  tricked  her  into  making;  but  the  jury  found  that  she  was 
negligent  in  making  these  representations,  and  that  the  Bank  did 
believe  them,   and  did  alter  their  position  accordingly,   and  the 
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Queen's  Bench  held  that  an  estoppel.  Here  the  bankrupt  was 
worse  than  negligent,  he  wilfully  lied.  Coles  v.  tlie  Bank  of 
England  is  also  an  authority  that  the  estoppel  binds,  though  not 
pleaded.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Parke,  B.  ,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  In  this 
case,  w^hich  was  argued  before  my  Brothers  Alderson,  Bolfe, 
Platt,  and  myself,  at  the  sittings  after  last  term,  we  are  all  of 
opinion  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  discharged. 

It  was  an  action  of  trover,  by  the  assignees  of  William 
[*  119]  Broadbent,  against  the  sheriff  *  of  Yorkshire,  for  goods  of 
the  bankrupt.  There  were  })leas  of  not  guilty ;  not  pos- 
sessed;  and  leave  and  licence.  The  conversion  was  the  seizure 
of  the  goods,  by  the  defendant's  ofHcers,  under  a  Jieri  facias 
against  Joseph  and  Benjamin  Broadl)ent.  It  appeared  that  when 
the  officers  entered,  the  liankrupt  told  them  the  goods  seized  were 
the  property  of  Benjamin.  He  did  so,  supposing  tliat  they  had 
no  writ  against  Benjamin.  Afterwards  he  contradicted  that  state- 
ment and  said  they  w^ere  the  goods  of  another  person.  The  officers 
then  seized  and  sold.  It  was  contended  that  this  representation 
bound  William,  because  it  induced  the  officers  to  seize,  ami  that 
he  could  not  complain  of  that  act,  nor  could  the  assignees  who 
claimed  under  him.  My  Brother  Alderson  left  a  question  to  the 
jury,  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  the  finding  on  which  lie  reserved 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Court,  giving  leave  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant  on  the  issue  on  the  plea  of  not  possessed.  The 
jury  found  that  the  goods  were  really  William's,  but  they  also 
found  "  that  William  represented  the  goods  to  the  sheriff's  officers 
as  the  goods  of  lienjamin,  so  as  to  induce  them  by  that  fal.'^e 
representation  to  seize  them;  "  and  the  ([uestion  is,  whether  this 
finding  is  sufficient  to  estop  the  bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiifs  his 
assignees,  from  complaining  of  the  .seizure  of  those  goods  as  being 
their  own. 

The  case  was  very  fully  argued  befoie  us,  and  many  ([uestions 
discussed  on  the  law  of  estoppels,  on  whicli  it  is  unnecessary  to 
give  an  opinion.  It  is  certain  that  esto})pels  by  record  and  by 
deed  must,  in  order  to  make  them  binding,  be  pleaded  if  thei-e  be 
an  opportunity,  otherwise  the  party  omitting  to  plead  it  waives 
the  estop[)el,  and  leaves  the  issue  at  large,  on  which  the  jury  may 
lind  according  to  the  trutli.      TrcKihan  or   Trrvivan  v.  Laicrevcc, 
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2  Ld.  liayui.  1048,  1  Salk.  276,  and  Magrath  v.  Harthj,  4  liing. 
K  C.  782,  7  L  J.  (N.  8.)  C.  P.  299.  With  re.spect  to  estoppels,  in 
jpais,  in  certain  cases  there  is  no  doubt  tliey  need  not  be  pleaded 
in  order  to  make  them  obligatory  —  for  instance,  where  a  man. 
represents  another  as  his  agent  in  order  to  procure  a  ])erson  to  con- 
tract with  him  as  such,  and  he  does  contract,  the  contract  binds 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  made  it  himself,  and  is  his  contract 
in  point  of  hiw  ;  and  no  form  of  pleading  could  leave  such  a  matter 
at  large  and  enaljle  tlie  jury  to  tieat  it  as  no  contract;  and  the 
same  rule  appears  to  apply  to  all  similar  estoppels  in  pais,  as  the 
learned  editor  of  Wms.  .Saund.  vol.  i.  p.  .'526,  note  (^/),  e.\:})resses 
liis  opinion. 

The  estoppel,  therefore,  if  it  be  one,  created  l»y  the  conduct  of 
the  bankrupt  in  this  case  is  not  opened  by  the  omission  t(j  plead 
it,  and  the  only  question  is  whether  it  be  an  estoppel.  It  is  con- 
tended that  it  was,  upon  the  authority  of  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Ficlcard  v.  Sears.  That  rule  is,  tliat  "  where  one  by  his  words  or 
conduct  wilfully  causes  aui»ther  to  ln-lieve  in  the  existence  of  a 
certain  state  of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act  on  that  belief,  or 
to  alter  his  own  previous  position,  the  former  is  concluded  from 
averring  against  the  latter  a  different  state  of  things  as  existing  at 
the  same  time. "  That  rule  was  founded  on  previous  authorities, 
on  the  cases  of  Grares  v.  Ken,  3  B.  &  Ad.  313,  and  Heane  v. 
Rogers,  and  has  been  acted  upon  \\\  several  cases  since.  Tlje 
principle  is  stated  more  1)roadly  by  Lord  Dexman"  in  the  case  of 
Gregg  v.  Wells,  where  his  Lordship  says  "  that  a  party  who  negli- 
gently or  culpably  stands  by  and  allows  another  to  contract  on  the 
faith  of  a  fact  which  lie  can  contradict,  cannot  afterwards  dispute 
that  fact  in  an  action  against  the  person  whom  he  has  himself 
assisted  in  deceiving. "  Whether  that  rule  has  been  correctly 
acted  upon  by  the  jury,  in  all  the  reported  cases  in  which  it  has 
been  applied,  is  not  now  the  question:  but  the  proposition  con- 
tained in  the  rule  itself  as  above  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Piclard 
V.  Sears  must  be  considered  as  established. 

By  the  term  "  wilfully,"  however,  in  that  rule  we  must  under- 
stand, if  not  that  the  party  represents  that  to  be  true  which  he 
knows  to  be  untrue,  at  least  that  he  means  his  representation  to 
be  acted  upon,  and  that  it  is  acted  upon  accordingly ;  and  if, 
whatever  a  man's  real  meaning  may  be,  he  so  conducts  him.=;elf 
that  a  reasonable  man  would  take  the  representation  to  be  true. 
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and  believe  that  it  was  meant  that  he  should  act  upon  it,  and  did 
act  upon  it  as  true,  the  party  making  the  representation 
[*  120]  would  be  *  equally  precluded  from  contesting  its  truth  ; 
and  conduct  by  negligence  or  omission,  when  there  is  a 
duty  cast  upon  a  person  by  usage  of  trade  or  otherwise  to  disclose 
the  truth,  may  often  have  the  same  effect  —  as,  for  instance,  a 
retiring  partner  omitting  to  inform  the  customers  of  the  firm, 
in  the  usual  mode,  that  the  continuing  partners  were  no  longer 
authorised  to  act  as  his  agents,  is  bdund  by  all  contracts  made  by 
them  with  third  persons  on  the  faith  of  their  being  authorised. 

But  if  we  apply  this  rule  to  the  present  case,  either  in  the 
terms  in  which  it.  is  enunciated  in  Ficl-ard  v.  Sears,  or  as  it  is 
above  extended,  the  finding  of  the  jury  is  insufficient  to  entitle  the 
defendant  to  have  a  verdict  entered  for  him  on  the  plea  of  not  pos- 
sessed. It  is  not  found  that  the  bankrupt  intended  to  induce  the 
officers  to  seize  the  goods  as  those  of  Benjamin,  and  whatever 
intention  he  had  on  his  first  statement  was  done  away  with  by  an 
opposite  statement  before  the  seizure  took  place ;  nor  can  it  be 
said  that  any  reasonable  man  would  have  seized  the  goods  on  the 
faith  of  the  bankrupt's  representations  taken  altogether.  In  truth, 
in  most  cases  to  which  the  doctrine  in  Picl-ard  v.  Sears  is  to  be 
applied,  the  representation  is  such  as  to  amount  to  tlie  contract  or 
licence  of  the  party  making  it.  Here  there  is  no  pretence  for  say- 
ing it  amounted  to  a  licence  ;  and  a  contract  is  out  of  the  question. 
"We  therefore  think  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

liule  discliarged, 

ENGLISH   NO'J'ES. 

This  kind  of  ostop})el,  so  fur  as  relates  to  cases  of  ostensible  agency, 
has  already  been  dealt  with  under  Xos.  10  and  19  of  "  Agency"  and 
the  corresponding  notes.  See  2  R.  C.  .'!G(>,  cf  scq.:  and  2  K.  C.  484, 
et  se(j. 

Tlie  following  cases  further  illustrate  the  ])i-incii»le. 

Where  a  man  allowed  a  woman  to  nse  his  name  and  pass  as  Lis  wife, 
it  was  held  that  he  must  pay  for  goods  supplied  to  her  even  by  a  person 
who  knew  that  the  parties  were  not  married.  Tlic  loiowledge  of  that 
fact  did  not  negative  tlie  presumption  from  the  apparent  authority  to 
jdedge  his  credit.  Wofson  v.  Tlm-Jhdd  (1704),  2  Esp.  C37,  5  R.  R. 
760. 

A  person  who  had  made;  up  nie(li(;;d  pi-csciiptions.  and  signed  liini- 
self  "M.  D.,"  was  held  to  be  estopped,  in  an  action  for  liis  fees,  from 
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pleading  that  lie  was  not  a  physician  and  therefore  (under  the  then 
law)  not  entitled  to  sue.  Lipscomb  v.  Holmes  (1810),  2  Cam]).  442. 
(See  now  tlie  provisions  of  the  Medical  Act,  188C,  49  &  50  Vict. 
43.  48.  s.  <;.) 

Wlicre  a  surveyor  purj)osely  omits  items  from  liis  accounts  and 
ther"by  induces  trustees  to  act  in  a  particular  way,  he  cannot  after- 
wards recover  these  items.  Care  v.  Mills  (18()2),  7  H.  &  2S.  i>l.').  A 
regimental  j)aymaster  who  erroneously  gave  an  ofKcer  credit  i'oi"  in- 
creased pay,  and  afterwards  continued  to  receive  his  [>ay,  was  held 
■ooncluded  by  tlie  account  in  which  he  liad  given  sucli  credit.  Ski/rin;/ 
V.  Greenwood  (1825),  4  B  &  C.  281,  G  Doul.  ^  liy.  401,  1  Carr.  &  F. 
517,  28  R.  R. 

Where  a  company  had  held  themselves  out  as  the  persons  with 
whom  goods  were  deposited,  they  were  held  estopped  as  against  tlie 
owners  of  the  goods  from  distraining  them  for  rent  due  to  them  as 
landlords  from  the  person  really  carrying  on  the  business.  Miles  v. 
Furber  (1873),  L.  R.,  8  Q.  B.  77,  42  L.  J.  Q.  B.  41,  27  L.  T.  756,  21 
W.  R.  262. 

A  company,  having  power  to  issue  del)entures  transferable  at  law, 
issued  to  a  contractor,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  obtain  an  advance  for 
the  purposes  of  the  company,  debentures  purporting  to  be  regular,  but 
which  in  fact,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  contractor,  were  irregularly 
issued.  The  company  were  held  not  entitled,  as  against  a  transferee 
for  value  without  notice,  whose  transfers  had  not  been  registered,  to  set 
up  the  irregularity  of  the  issue.  In  re  Romford  Canal  Co.  (1884),  24 
Ch.  D.  85,  52  L.  J.  Ch.  729,  49  L.  T.  118. 

A  father  entrusted  his  son  with  deeds  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
money  upon  them.  The  son  employed  them  to  raise  a  larger  sum, 
which  he  partly  applied  to  his  own  purposes.  The  money  was  raised 
by  depositing  the  deeds  with  a  bank  accompanied  by  a  forged  memo- 
randum purporting  to  be  by  the  father.  The  Court  of  Appeal  held 
that  the  father  could  not  recover  the  deeds  without  repaying  tlie  monej^ 
borrowed.  Brocklesbj/  v.  Teinperance,  d'c.  Societif  (3  'Tuly,  1893), 
1893,  3  Ch.   130,  62  L.  J.  Ch.  816,  69  L.  T.  91,  42  W.  R.  (58. 

The  principles  of  the  ruling  cases  are  reiterated,  with  some  further 
detail,  in  the  often-cited  case  of  Carr  v.  L.  &  N.  W.  R)j.  Co.  (1874),  L. 
R.,  10  C.  P.  307,  44  L.  J.  C.  P.  109,  31  L.  T.  785,  23  AV.  R.  747.  It 
may  be  added  that  although,  in  many  of  the  cases,  the  statements  have 
been  made  in  bad  faith  so  that  the  circumstances  would  have  su[)])orted 
an  action  for  deceit,  this  is  not  necessary  to  create  an  estoppel.  Sarat 
Chunder  Deij  v.  Gopal  Chunder  Lala  (1892),  56  Justice  of  the  Peace, 
741.  This  distinction  will  be  further  adverted  to  in  counection  with 
Derry  v.  Peek,  No.  2  of  -'Fraud,"  in  12  R.  C. 
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The  cases  relating  to  an  estoppel  against  a  company  by  their  certifi- 
cates have  been  to  some  extent  dealt  with  in  the  notes  to  Xo.  10  of 
"  Agency,''  2  R.  C.  388.  Speaking  generally,  where  a  company  regis- 
ters a  person  as  holder  of  shares  and  gives  him  certificates  for  them,  the 
company  will  be  estopped  from  denying  his  title  to  them.  In  re  Bahia 
and  San  Francisco  Railway  Co.  (18(')8),  L.  K.,  3  Q.  B.  584,  37  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  176,  18  L.  T.  4(;7,  16  W.  R.  862,  9  1^.  &  S.  844;  Hart  v.  Fron- 
tino  and  Bolivia  South  American  Gold  Alining  Co.  (1870),  L.  R.,  5  Ex, 
111,  39  L.  J.  Ex.  93,  22  L.  T.  30.  The  same  result  follows  where  the 
company  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  issues  a  certificate  stating 
that  the  person  therein  named  is  proprietor  and  duly  registered  owner 
of  a  specified  number  of  shares.  Balkls  Consolidated  Co.  v.  Tonihinson 
(1893),  2  E.  C.  (in  notes),  388,  1893,  A.  C.  396,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  134, 
69  L.  T.  598,  42  W.  R.  204.  But  where  a  prerogative  writ  of  manda- 
mus is  asked  for  to  compel  a  company  to  register  as  holder  of  shares  a 
person  to  whom  they  have  issued  certificates  in  respect  of  the  shares 
after  issuing  prior  certificates  in  respect  of  the  same  shares  to  another, 
the  company  are  not  estopped  from  relying  on  the  actiuil  facts  of  the 
case.  Rerj.  v.'  Charnwood  Forest  Co.  (1884),  1  Cab.  &  E.  419.  And 
where  a  company  (by  a  document  called  a  "certification")  certified  a. 
transfer  of  shares  on  the  faith  of  which  certification  the  transferee  paid 
the  price  to  the  transferor,  and  the  company  having  discovered  that  the 
transferor  had  no  title  refused  to  recognise  the  title  of  the  transferee, 
in  an  action  by  the  company  against  the  transferee  to  recover  the  value 
of  the  shares,  it  was  held  that  the  certification  did  not  estop  the  de- 
fendants from  impugning  the  plaintiff's  title.  Bishop  v.  Balkls  Con- 
solidated Co.  (1890),  25  Q.  B.  D.  512,  59  L.  J.  Q.  B.  565,  36  L.  T. 
601,  39  W.  R.  99.  The  Court  of  Appeal  held  that  the  '-certification" 
only  imported  that  a  transfer  of  shares  from  a  certain  person  with  a 
certificate  of  shares  in  favour  of  that  j^erson  had  been  lodged,  and  not 
that  that  person  had  a  valid  title  to  the  shares.  This  distinction 
between  a  "certification"  and  a  "certificate"  is  adopted  by  Lord 
EsHER  in  his  judgment  in  the  Court  of  A])peal  in  the  case  of  Tomkiii- 
.srm  v.  Balkls  Consolidated  Company  (1891),  1891,  2  Q.  B.  614,  619; 
but  it  does  not  appear  whether  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  ultimate 
appeal  of  that  case  {Balkls  Consolidated  Co)npa,ni/\.  Toniklnso?i,  supra) 
would  liave  been  prei)ared  to  adoi)t  the  construction  given  by  the  Court 
of  Ait])eal  to  the  "certification."  It  is  clearly  settled  by  the  decision 
()f  the  House  of  Lords  in  Reg.  v.  Shropshire  Union  Rij.  Co.  (1875),  L.R., 
7  H.  L.  496,  that  a  certificate  that  A.  B.  is  the  owner  of  shares  does  not 
represent  anything  more  than  that  A.  B.  is  the  legal  owner,  and  is  not 
inconsistent  with  the  fact  of  his  being  a  trustee.  It  need  hardly  be 
said,  were  it  n(jt  that  the  question  went  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Simm 
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r.  Anf/lo-Americaa  Co.  (C.  A.  1880),  5  Q.  B.  D.  188,  49  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
392,  42  L.  T.  37,  28  W,  R.  290,  that  the  company  is  not  estopped,  as 
against  the  person  to  whom  tlie  certiticate  of  his  being  a  shareholder  is 
immediately  granted,  from  dis[)uting  the  validity  of  the  immediate 
transfer  to  him  on  the  faith  of  which  he  was  registered. 

The  class  of  questions  last  discussed  is  clearly  distinguisliable  fr(jm 
the  question  wliich  arose  in  British  Mutual  Banking  Co.  v.  Cltarn- 
irood  Forest  By.  Co.  (C.  A.  1887),  18  Q.  B.  1).  714,  where  the  secre- 
tary of  a  company  —  not  in  the  course  of  business  and  lor  the  benelit 
of  the  company,  but  fraudulently  and  for  his  own  ends  —  took  upon 
iiimself  to  make  a  representation  as  to  the  validity  of  debenture  stock 
purporting  to  be  issued  by  the  company.  The  distinction  rests  on  a 
well-known  principle  of  agency  which  is  recognised  by  the  decision  of 
the  House  of  Lords  in  Thome  v.  Heard  (June  20,  1S9G),  44  W.  R.  155. 
The  principle  is  that  an  agent  does  not,  by  a  fraudulent  act  for  his  own 
purposes,  bind  his  principal  by  way  of  estoppel  or  make  him  responsi- 
ble for  the  fraud.  This  class  of  cases  wnll  be  more  fully  considered 
under  No.  3  of   ''Fraud,"  in  12  E.  C. 

The  following  may  be  mentioned  as  further  illustrations  of  tlie 
^lability  of  companies  on  the  same  principle:  —  A  mutual  insurance 
society  by  accepting  contributions  from  a  person  to  whom  a  member  had 
transferred  his  interest  was  held  estopped  from  disputing  the  trans- 
feree's interest  in  the  policy  though  he  had  not  complied  with  the 
provisions  in  the  rules  as  to  the  ac(]uisition  of  the  right  of  membership. 
Edwards  v.  Aheraijroa  Mutual  Ship  Insurance  Co.  (H\:.  Ch.  1876),  1  Q. 
B.  D.  563,  34  L.  T.  457.  Where  a  company  has  recognised  a  person 
as  holder  of  shares,  the  liquidator  cannot  in  the  winding  up  make 
another  person  liable  as  holder  of  them.  Li  re  Wheal  Unitij  Wood 
Mining  Co.,  Chgnoweths'  Case  (1880),  15  Ch.  D.  13,  42  L.  T.  636,  28 
W.  R.  897.  A  company  which  issues  shares  as  fully  paid  up  cannot 
afterwards  recover  a  call  upon  them,  CTiristchureh  Gas  Co.  v.  Kelly 
(1887),  51  Justice  of  the  Peace,  374,  and  a  person  holding  such  shares, 
without  notice  that  they  are  not  paid  up,  cannot  in  the  w'inding  up  of 
the  company  be  placed  on  the  list  of  contributories.  BurJcinshaw  v. 
mcolls  (1879),  3  App.  Cas.  1004,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  179,  39  L.  T.  308,. 26 
W.  R.  819. 

On  the  other  hand,  where  a  person  at  his  request  was  registered  as 
proprietor  of  shares  and  paid  some  calls,  it  was  held  that  in  an  action 
for  further  calls  he  could  not  dispute  his  ownership  of  the  shares. 
Cheltenham,  &c.  Co.  v.  Daniel  (1841),  2  Q.  B.  281.  Similarly  where  a 
member  of  a  mutual  marine  insurance  compan}^  afterwards  converted 
into  a  limited  company'  pays  calls  and  otherwise  acts  as  a  member  of 
the  new  company,  he  cannot,  in  an  action  for  calls  on  losses,  deny  his 
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liability,  or  set  up  any  irregularity  iu  tlie  transfer  from  the  one  C(nn- 
pany  to  the  other,  or  allege  that  the  losses  were  paid  without  dul}' 
stamped  policies  having  been  entered  into.  Barrow  Mutual  Ship  In- 
surance Co.  V.  Ashbnrner  (1885),  54  L.  J,  Q.  B.  377,  54  L.  T.  58,  5 
Asp.  ]M.  C.  527.  A  person  who  purcliased  shares  in  a  company',  exe- 
cuted the  deed  of  settlement,  and  received  dividends,  was  not  allowed 
to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  shares.  Hull  Flax  and  Cotton.  Ifill 
Factory  v.  Wellesleij  (1860),  6  H.  &  N.  38.  A  director  who  joins  in 
passing  a  director's  resolution  that  shares  shall  be  paid  up  in  full  will 
be  liable  so  to  pay  up  shares  held  by  him,  York  Tramways  Co.  v. 
Willows  (1882),  8  Q.  B.  D.  685,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  257,  46  L.  T.  296,  30 
W.  E,.  624;  and  by  assisting  in  passing  a  resolution  for  a  call  be  will 
be  bound  to  pay  it,  though  at  the  time  the  resolution  was  passed  there 
were  less  than  the  requisite  niimber  of  directors  on  the  board.  Faure 
Electric  Accumulator  Co.  v.  FhilUpart  (1888),  58  L.  T.  525. 

The  registered  owner  of  shares  held  certificates  stating  that  the 
shares  were  transferable  in  person  or  by  attorney  only  on  surrender  and 
cancellation  of  the  certificate  by  an  indorsement  which  was  in  the  form 
of  a  transfer  for  value  blank  in  the  names  of  transferor  and  transferee 
with  a  power  of  attorney  in  blank  to  carry  out  the  transfer.  On  the 
death  of  the  owner  his  executors,  in  order  that  the  shares  might  be 
registered  in  their  names,  signed  the  transfers  as  executors  without 
rilling  up  the  blanks  and  sent  the  certificates  to  their  brokers,  who 
fraudulently  deposited  them  with  a  bank,  which  took  them  bond  fide 
and  without  notice  as  security'  for  an  advance,  but  did  not  obtain  regis- 
tration. There  was  also  evidence  that  the  documents  tendered  for 
registration  were,  for  want  of  sufficient  attestation  of  the  signatures  of 
the  executors,  not  "in  order"  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Stock 
Exchange.  It  was  held  that  the  executors  were  not  estopped  from  set- 
ting up  their  title  as  against  the  bank.  Colonial  Bank  v.  Cady  (1890), 
15  App.  Cas.  267,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  131,  63  L.  T.  27,  39  W.  B.  17.  But 
where  the  plaintiff  employed  H.,  a  stockbroker,  who  advanced  him 
money  from  time  to  time  for  the  purchase  of  shares,  retaining  the 
shares  as  security  with  power  to  transfer,  and  H.  obtained  money  to  a 
larger  amount  from  the  defendant  on  the  security  of  shares  belonging  to 
the  plaintiff,  it  was  held  that  on  the  failure  of  H.  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  redeem  on  paying  merely  what  was  due  fi-om  him  to  H.,  but 
must  make  good  the  whole  amount  due  from  IT.  to  the  defendant. 
P.cntinrk  v.  London  Joint  Stork  Bank  (1893),  1893.  2  Ch.  120,  62  L.  J. 
Ch.  358,  68  L.  T.  315,  42  W.  11.  140. 

Creditors  of  a  bankrupt,  who  withdrew  their  proofs  on  the  ground  of  an 
alleged  fraud  of  the  debtor,  but  afterwards  assisted  in  passing  a  resolu- 
tion for  a  comjjosition  and  pursuant  thereto  received  a  dividend,  were  held 
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not  entitled  to  recover  from  tlio  debtor  tlie  Italance  of  their  debt.  ThoriJ 
V.  Dakin  (1885),  52  L.  T.  856.  So,  under  the  former  Insolvent  Debtor.s 
Acts,  a  person  who  gave  to  the  Court  a  schedule  on  oath  of  all  his  debts 
was  held  not  entitled  to  claim  a  debt  not  included  therein.  NlchoU.'i  v. 
Downes  (1813),  1  INIoo.  &  Kob.  13.  In  Yarmouth  Exchancfc,  Bank  v. 
Blethen  (1885),  10  App.  Cas.  293,  54  L.  J.  P.  C.  27,  53  L.  T.  537,  3;> 
W.  R.  801,  whicl),  in  one  point  of  view  was  a  case  of  simple  estoppel  by 
deed,  the  Judicial  Committee  also  placed  their  judgment  on  the  ground 
that  the  creditor  wlio  had  executed,  having  received  a  benefit  from 
the  deed,  could  not  be  lieard  to  allege  that  he  had  executed  it  on  a 
condition  which  was  not  fulfilled. 

The  rule  that  a  principal  cannot  repudiate  the  acts  of  his  agent  with- 
in the  scope  of  the  agent's  authority  is  an  illustration  of  this  species 
of  estoppel.  It  is  further  exemplified  in  fVi/iff  v.  Havveij  (1854),  5 
De  G.  M.  &  G.  265,  23  L.  J.  Ch.  511.  18  Jur.  394;  Middleton  v.  Pollock, 
Ex  parte  Wetherall  (1876),  4  Ch.  1).  49,  46  L.  J.  Ch.  39,  35  L.  T.  608, 
25  W.  R.  94;  Trickett  v.  Tomllnson  (1863).  13  C.  B.  (N.  S.),  663; 
Herman  v.  Royal  Exchange  Shipptnr/  Co.  (1884),  1  Cab.  &  El.  413. 
See,  however,  31iles  v.  Mcllwralth  (1883),  8  App.  Cas.  120,  52  L.  J.  P. 
C.  17,  48  L.  T.  689,  31  W.  R.  591,  where  a  firm  of  ship-brokers  made 
a  contract  of  charter-part}^  expressing  that  they  were  ''  brokers  for  ships, 
&c.,  and  also  contractors  for  conveying  emigrants;  "  and  it  appeared  that 
although  they  had  a  general  authority  from  the  defendant  as  brokers, 
they  were  acting  contrary  to  an  express  restriction  of  that  authority. 
But,  as  it  was  not  shown  that  the  other  contracting  party  in  any  way 
relied  on  or  knew  of  the  general  authority,  the  defendant  was  held  not 
to  be  liable  as  a  party  to  the  contract.  The  Postmaster-General  has 
been  held  not  bound  by  the  inaccurate  statement  of  a  clerk  in  his 
emploj'^ment  as  to  the  price  of  a  telegram.  Postmaster- Gen  era  I  v. 
Green  (1887),  5;  Justice  of  the  Peace,   582. 

The  official  liquidator  may  be  estopped  by  the  conduct  of  the  com- 
pany. In  re  South  Essex  Estuary  Co.,  Ex  parte  Chorley  (1871),  L.  R. 
11  Eq.  157,  40  L.  J.  Ch.  153,  19  W.  R.  430;  Wheal  Unity  Wood 
Mining  Co.,  ChynowetKs  Case  (1880),  15  Ch.  D.  13,  42  L.  T.  636, 
28  W.  R.  897. 

But  a  letter  from  a  debtor's  solicitor  requesting  a  creditor  to  prove 
his  debt  and  vote  for  a  scheme,  was  held  to  be  no  estoppel  as  against 
the  trustee  in  the  debtor's  bankruptc}',  so  as  to  prevent  the  trustee 
from  rejecting  the  proof.  Ex  parte  Seaton,  In  re  Deerhurst  (1890).  60 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  411,  64  L.  T.  118. 

The  grantor  of  a  bill  of  sale  who  had  treated  it  as  valid  was  not 
allowed  to  set  up  its  invalidity  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  further 
advantage.    Poe  v.  Jfutual  Loan  Fund  Association  (1887),  19  Q.  B.  D. 
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347,  56  L.  J.  Q.  B.  541,  35  W.  R.  71'3.  But  a  creditor  who  at  the 
time  his  debt  was  contracted  knew  that  his  debtor  liad  given  a  bill  of 
sale  was  held  entitled  to  object  as  against  the  grantor  that  the  bill  of 
sale  was  not  registered.  Edwards  \.  Edwards  (1876),  2  Ch,  D.  291,  45 
L.  J.  Ch.  391,  34  L.  T.  472,  24  W.  R.  713. 

The  vendor  of  a  term  (who  was  sole  next  of  kin  of  an  intestate)  was 
held  not  entitled  (under  a  title  subsequently  obtained  as  administrator 
—  there  being  no  debts)  to  annul  the  contract  after  the  purchaser  had 
gone  into  possession.     Hamill  v.  Murphy  (1883),  12  L.  R.  Ir.  400. 

A  defendant  to  an  action  who  having  had  notice  to  produce  a  docu- 
ment in  his  possession  does  not  produce  it  when  called  upon  and  thereby 
causes  the  opposite  party  to  give  secondar}^  evidence  of  it,  cannot  after- 
wards produce  it  as  part  of  his  own  case.  Doe  d.  Thomson  v.  Hodgson 
(1840),  12  Ad.  &  El.  135.  It  may  be  mentioned  that  a  vicar  cannot 
by  conduct  waive  a  right  of  presentation  to  a  chapel,  because  such  right 
is  not  merely  personal,  but  involves  the  interests  of  his  parishioners. 
MacAlUster  v.  Rochester  {Bishop)  (1880),  5  C.  P.  D.  194,  49  L.  J.  C. 
P.  114,  42  L.  T.  22. 

The  second  statement  in  the  rule,  namely,  that  if  a  person  so  conducts 
himself  that  another  reasonably  draws  a  certain  inference  and  acts 
thereon,  the  person  so  conducting  himself  cannot  gainsay  such  inference, 
is  further  supported  by  the  following  cases  :  Cornish  v.  Ahlngton  (1859), 
4  H.  &  N.  549,  28  L.  J.  Ex.  262,  and  Carr  v.  London  and  North- 
western Railway  Co.  (1875),  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  307,  44  L.  J.  C.  P.  109, 
31  L.  T.  785,  23  W.  R.  747.  Various  instances  of  its  application  may  be 
iouixd  in  In  re  IJlakeley  Ordnance  Co.,  Ex  parte  New  Zealand,  Banking 
Corporation  (1867),  L.  R.  3  Ch.  154;  HoUinsv.  Fowler  (1875),  L.  R. 
7  H.  L.  757,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  169,  No.  14  of  ''Agency"  2  R.  C.  410; 
Goodwin  w.  Robarts  (1876),  1  App.  Cas.  476,  45  L.  J.  Ex.  748,  35  L. 
T.  179,  24  W.  R.  987,  5  R.  C.  199;  Eumhallx.  MHropoIifan  Barih 
(1877),  2  Q.  B.  D.  194,  46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  346.  36  L.  T.  240,  25  W.  R.  366 ; 
Ux  parte  Haym.an,  In  re  Pulsford  (C.  A,  1878).  8  Ch.  I).  11,  47  L.  J. 
Bk.  54,  38  L.  T.  238,  26  W.  R.  597 ;  Coventry  v.  Great  Eastern  liailway 
Co.  (1883),  11  Q.  B.  D.  776,  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  694,  49  L.  T.  641 ;  Grosvefwr 
Hotel  Co.  V.  Hamilton  (1894)  1894,  2  Q.  B.  836,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  661, 
71  L.  T.  362,  42  W.  R.  626.  The  last  mentioned  case  was  an  action 
by  a  tenant  against  his  landlord  for  damage  to  his  house  by  vibration 
caused  by  the  landlord  working  an  engine  on  the  adjoining  land.  The 
landlord  was  held  estopped  from  pleading  that  the  house  at  the  time  of 
the  letting  was  in  an  unstable  condition, 

Estop[>el  by  representation  applies  only  where  the  ri'iiresentation  is 
as  to  an  existing  fact.  Jorden  v.  Money  (1854),  5  H,  L.  C.  185,  23 
L.  J.  Ch.  86.>  ;  Citixens  J3aiih  of  Louisiana  v.  First  National  Bank 
of  New  Orleans  (1874),  L.  R.  6  il.  L.  352,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  269,  22  W.  R. 
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104;  M'Ei'oi/  V.  Di-iHjJiriJd  Ifitrlionr  Comttiissloiirrs  (1SG7),  16  W.  R. 
34;  M«dd!sua  v.  Ahlrrson.  (1S8.3),  8  App.  Cas.  47.'J.  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  737, 
49  L.  T.  303,  31  W.  K.  820  (See  0  R.  C.  744);  Climlu-irk  v.  Manning 
(P.  C.  189()),  1890,  A.  C.  231,  05  L.  J.  P.  0.  42. 

The  representation  must  also  have  been  the  means  of  inducing  another 
to  alter  his  position.  Newton  v.  Llddinrd  (1849),  12  Q.  B.  925,  18  L. 
J.  Q.  1).  .^^3;  Carry.  London  and.  Nortli- Western,  Ra'diray  Co.  (1875), 
L.  R.,  10  C.  P.  307,  44  L.  J.  0.  P.  109,  31  L.  T.  785,  23  W.  R.  747; 
Ex  parte  Adamson,  In  re  Collie  (C.  A.  1878),  8  Ch.  J).  817,  47  L.  J. 
Bk.  103,  38  L.  T.  920,  26  W.  R.  892  ;  Hor.'^fall  v.  Halifax  and 
Hudder.'tfietd  Union  Bank  in;/  Co.  (1883),  52  L.  J.  (Jlh.  599;  Couldrey 
V.  Bartruui  (C.  A.  1881),  19  Ch.  D.  394,  51  L.  J.  Ch.  265,  45  L.  T. 
689,  30  W.  R.  141.  But  where  tlie  party  affected  has  received  timeous 
notice  that  the  representation  is  not  true,  he  cannot  enforce  the  estoppel: 
JDunston  v.  Paterson  (1857),  2  C.  B.  (K  8.)  495,  26  L.  J.  C.  P.  267,  3 
Jur.  (X.  S.)  982;  Sandyii  v.  Hodr/son  (1839),  10  Ad.  &  El.  472. 

As  regards  the  circumstances  in   which   a  statement  amounts  to  an 
estoppel,  it  may  he  mentioned  that  an  admission  in  a  defence  in  one 
action    cannot  be  treated  as   conclusive   in  other  proceedings   between 
the   same  parties.     In  re  Walters,  Neison  v.  Walter.^  (1889),  61  L.  T. 
872.     In   answer   to    an    inquiry    b\'^    an    intending    mortgagee  to  the 
trustee  of  a  fund  whether   the  life  tenant  had  encumbered  his  estate, 
the  trustee  enumerated  certain  charges  on  tlie  life  interest.     At  this 
date  he  had  received  notice  of  several  other  incumbrances,  but  had  for- 
gotten them.     In   an   action   against  Iiim  by  the  mortgagee  to  recover 
the  loss  arising  from  the  insufficiency  of  the  mortgage,  it  was  held  that 
the  trustee's  answer  did  not  amount  to  a  representation  that  there  were 
no  other  incumbrances  on  the   life  interest  so   as    to  create  an  esto])iiel 
against  him     Low  v.  Bouverie  (1891)  1891,  3  CIi.  82.  60  L.  J.  Ch.  594, 
65  L.  T.  533,  40  W.  R.  50. 
^       By  acquiescing  in  what  is  done  by  another,  a  person  may  be  estoj^ped 
from  afterwards  alleging  a  different  state  of  facts  from  that  which  the 
other  assumed  to  exist.    Mold  v.    Wheafcroft  (1859).   27  Beav.   510; 
Fisher  v.  Mof/nay  (1843),  5  IM.  &  Gr.  778,  6  Scott  N.  R.  588,  1  D.  &  L. 
40  ;  Rule  v.   Jewell  (1881),  18  Ch.   J).   660,   29  W.  R.  755  ;    In  re 
Barned's  Bank  PeeVs  Case  (1867),  L.  R.  2  Ch.  674;  Sheridan  v.  Barrett 
(1879),  4  L.  R.  Ir.  223;  and  Thomson  v.  Rourke   (1893)  1893,  P.  D. 
70,  62  L.  J.  P.  46,  67  L.  T.  788,  where  it  was  held  that   acquiescence 
by  the  petitioner  in  the  previous  representations  by  the  respondent  that 
the  parties  were   married  was  an  answer  to   a  suit   for  jactitation  of 
marriage.     It  must,  however,   be  shown   that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
acquiescing  party  to  have  spoken,  M'Kenxie  v.  British  Linen  Co.  (1881), 
6  App.  Cas.  82,  44  L.  T.431,  29  W.  R.  477.  and  that  he  had  knowledge 
of  the  matters  in  which  he  is  alleged  to  have  acquiesced:  Ramsden  v. 
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Dyson  (1869),  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  129,  12  Jur.  (N.  S.)  506,  14  W.  II.  926; 
Lynch  v.  Commissioners  of  Sewers  (1886),  32  Cli.  1).  79,  55  L.  J.  Cli. 
409,  54  L.  T.  699. 

As  stated  in  the  rule,  a  party  may  be  e.sto[)[ted  by  his  negligence.  In 
Carr  v.  London  and  North- Western  Railway  Co.  (1874),  L.  R.  10 
C.  P.  307,  44  L.  J.  C.  P.  109,  31  L.  T.  785,  23  W.  R.  747,  already 
referred  to  more  than  once,  it  is  laid  down  by  Brett,  L.  J.,  that  if  in  the 
transaction  itself  which  is  in  dispute,  one  has  led  another  into  the  belief 
of  a  certain  state  of  facts  by  conduct  of  culpable  negligence  calculated 
to  have  that  result,  and  such  culpable  negligence  has  been  the  proximate 
cause  of  leading,  and  has  led  the  other  to  act  \>y  mistake  upon  such 
belief  to  his  prejudice,  the  former  cannot  be  heard  afterwards,  ap 
against  the  latter,  to  show  that  the  state  of  facts  referred  to  did  not 
exist.  The  following  cases  may  be  consulted  as  showing  what  conduct 
amounts  to  negligence  for  this  purpose:  Bank  of  h' eland  v.  Trustees  of 
Evans  Charities  (1855),  5  H.  L.  Cas.  389 ;  Swan  v.  Noi^h  British 
Australasian  Co.  (1863),  2  H.  &  C.  175,  32  L.  J.  Ex.  273,  10  Jur. 
(K  S.)  102,  11  W.  R.  862;  Arnold  x.  Cheque  Bank  (1876),  1  C.  P.  D. 
578,  45  L.  J.  C.  P.  562,  34  L.  T.  729,  24  W.  R.  759  ;  Way  v.  Creai 
Eastern  Railway  Co.  (1876),  1  Q.  B.  D.  692,  45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  874,  35 
L. T. 253 ;  Johnson  v.  Credit  Lyonnais  (1877),  3  C. P.  I).  32,  47 L.  J.  C.  1*. 
241,  37  L.  T.  657,  26  W.  R.  195 ;  Baxendale  v.  Bennett  (C.  A.  1878), 
3  Q.  B.  D.  525,  47  L.  J.  C.  P.  624,  26  W.  R.  899,  4  R.  C.  637;  Coventry 
V.  Great  Eastern  Railway  Co.  (C.  A.  1883),  11  Q.  B.  D.  776,  52  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  694;  Seton  v.  La f one  (C.  A.  1887),  19  Q.  B.  D.  68,  56  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
415,  57  L.  T.  547,  34  W.  R.  749;  Hall  v.  West  End  Advance  Co., 
(1883),  1  Cab.  &  El.  161;  Proctor  v.  Bennis  (C  A.  1887),  36  Ch.  D. 
740,  57  L.  J.  Ch.  11.  .57  L.  T.  6G2.  36  W.  R.  456;  Merchants  of  the 
Staple  of  England  v.  Bank  of  Enyland  (C.  A.  1887),  7  R.  C.  334; 
Ogilrie  v.  West  Australian,  &c.  Corporation  (P.  C.  1896),  1896,  A.  C. 
257,  65  L.  J.  P.  C.  46. 

A  special    rule   in    the    nature  of    an    estoppel    relating  to  Bills  <  K' 
Exchange,  and  expressly  defined  by  the   Bills  of  Exchange  Act,  1882, 
will    be     found    illustrated    by    the    case    of    Bank    of   Enyhmd    v. 
Vagliano  above  set  forth  as  No.  9  of  ''Banker,'"  3  R.  C.  695. 

AMERK'AN   NOTES. 

Mr.  Bigelow  in  his  work  on  Estoppel,  chapter  1!),  treats  this  tojiic  with 
mastery,  and  cites  both  principal  cases  very  extensively,  observing :  "  The  doc- 
trine of  IHckard  v.  Sears  luid  been  declared  and  enforced  several  years  earlier 
in  America,"  citing  Stephens  v.  JJaird,  9  Cowen  (N.  Y.),  274;  Welland  Canal 
Co.  V.  Ilalkawa;/,  8  Wendell  (N.  Y.),  480;  'J  I  Am.  Dec.  f)!.  The  doctrine  has 
been  unifonrdy  applied  in  an  enormous  number  of  cases,  and  in  almost  every 
conceivabh'  variety  of  (rircumstances,  embracing  the  precise  doctrines  of  the 
Rule.  To  this  may  be  cited  Dezell  v.  Odell,  ri  Hill  (N.  Y.),  215;  38  Am.  Dec. 
G28,  a  leading  and  celebrated  case,  in  which  liRONso>f,  J.,  in  his  dissenting 
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opinion  correctly  stated  the  essentials  of   the  doctrine,   as  an   inconsistent 
admission,  action  upon  it,  and  consequent  injury. 

Striking  examples  of  the  doctrine  are  the  following:  directing  another  to 
sign  a  deed  in  his  name  and  presence,  and  inducing  others  to  act  on  it :  Goodell 
V.  Bates,  14  Rhode  Island,  (5;j.  Witnessing  a  deed  from  another  of  one's  own 
property  :  Hale  v.  Skinner,  117  Massachusetts,  471 ;  Stevens  v.  Dennett,  51  New 
Hampshire,  321.  A  sheriff  inducing  a  sale  of  property  by  the  declaration 
that  there  are  no  liens  on  it,  when  he  has  an  execution  binding  it:  Gill  v. 
Denton,  71  Xorth  Carolina,  341  ;  17  Am.  Rep.  8.  Selling  })roperty  as  one's 
own:  Wortkam  v.  Gurley,  75  Alabama,  3.'j6;  K eyes  v.  Scanlan,  &.i  Wisconsin, 
345.  Investing  another  with  apparent  legal  title  :  VeUian  v.  Leicis,  15  Oi-egon, 
539;  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  184;  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co  v.  South  §•  N.  A.  R.  Co.,  84 
Alabama,  570;  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  401.  Treating  a  statute  as  valid  and  collecting 
taxes  under  it,  estopped  afterwards  to  treat  it  as  invalid  :  Philadelphia  v.  Ridgfii 
Avenue  Ry.  Co..,  142  Penn.  St.  484;  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  512.  Representations  to  a 
mercantile  agency  :  Stevens  v.  Lndlum,  46  Jlinnesota,  160  ;  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  210. 
Payee  indorsing  a  note  before  signature,  and  delivering  it  to  maker  to  sign  and 
procure  money  for  joint  benefit,  estopped  to  deny  nuiker's  authority  to  sign  in 
name  of  a  partnership  of  which  he  is  a  member :  Montgomery  v.  Crossthwait, 
90  Alabama,  553 ;  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  832.  Signer  of  petition  for  road  improve- 
ment, seeing  work  done  under  it,  and  knowing  petition  is  insufficient  in  law, 
estopped  to  resist  tax  for  -work  :  Steicart  v.  Board  of  Commissioners.  45  Kansas, 
708;  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  746.  Warehouseman  collecting  tax  on  goods  intrusted 
to  him,  estopped  from  pleading  invalidity  of  tax  :  Board  of  Trustees  v.  Serrett, 
31  Louisiana  Annual,  719;  33  Am.  Rep.  229.  Petitioner  for  change  of  street 
grade  estopped  as  to  regularity  of  proceedings :  Cross  v.  City  of  Kansas,  90 
Missouri,  13;  59  Am.  Rep.  1  (but  contra:  Petition  of  Sharp,  56  New  York, 
2-"7 ;  15  Am.  Rep.  415).  Standing  by  and  suffering  another  to  purchase  one's 
title:  Guffeyx.  O'Reilley.  88  ;Missouri,  418;  57  Am.  Rep.  424,  and  cases  in 
notes,  429.  Even  when  administrator:  Lindsay  v.  Cooper,  94  Alabama,  170; 
16  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  813.  Owner  of  land  sold  for  taxes,  accepting 
part  of  proceeds,  estopped  to  question  regularity  :  Clyburn  v.  McLaughlin, 
106  Missouri,  521 ;  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  369.  Mortgagor  accepting  proceeds  of 
mortgage  sale  estopped  to  deny  its  regularity:  Brewer  v.  Nash,  16  Rhode 
Island,  458.  Township  estopped  to  deny  regularity  of  its  proceedings  in 
issuing  authorized  railroad  aid  bonds ;  Hutchinson.  Ar.  R.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Com- 
missioners, 48  Kansas,  70 ;  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  273.  Shipper  of  goods,  getting  low- 
rates  of  freight  by  reason  of  low  valuation,  estopped  from  recovering  a  higher 
value  in  case  of  loss ;  Zouch  v.  Chesapeake,  ^c.  R.  Co.  36  AVest  Virginia,  524  ;  17 
Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  116.  A  bank,  compromising  in  a  foreign  countrv 
with  one  who  has  stolen  its  moneys,  and  in  order  to  pi-ocnre  such  settlement 
inducing  a  third  party  to  buy  from  a  draft  which  he  has  purchased  with  those 
moneys,  estopped  to  deny  his  ownership:  Capital  City  Bank  v.  Paunt,  134 
New  York,  527;  18  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  240.  An  officer  of  a  corpora- 
tion, applied  to  for  information  as  to  its  standing,  and  asserting  that  its 
property  is  unincumbered,  may  not  afterward  set  up  mortgages  which  he 
then  held,  to  the  injury  of  that  peison ;  Baler  v.  Seavey,  163  Massachusetts, 
622-,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  475. 
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Silence  when  it  i.-^  the  duty  of  the  party  to  speak  is  equivalent  to  conceal- 
ment: Wheeler  v.  New  B.  Railroad,  115  United  States,  29;  Niren  v.  Belknap, 
2  Johnson  (N.  Y.),  57:3 ;  Studdard  v.  Lemmond,  48  (ieorgia,  100  ;  Markland  (.'<>. 
V.  Kimmel,  87  Indiana,  5G0;  Jeiieson  v.  Jeneson,  (50  Illinois,  2,39;  Gri(fin  v. 
Nichols,  51  jMichigau,  575;  Cady  v.  Owen,  o4  Vermont,  598;  Leather  MannJ. 
Bank  v.  Morgan,  117  United  States,  90.  As  where  a  mortgagee  stands  liy 
and  suffers  the  auctioneer  on  the  foreclosure  sale  incorrectly  to  state,  with- 
out contradiction,  that  the  land  is  unincumbered.  Markham  v.  O'Connor,  .52 
Georgia,  ISo;  21  Am.  Rep.  249.  So  where  tli(?  owner  of  land  sees  anotlier 
making  improvements  on  it  in  good  faith,  and  does  not  warn  him.  Anderson 
V.  Hubble,  93  Indiana,  570;  47  Am.  Rep.  ;}94;  Bradley  v.  Luce,  99  Illinois, 
234;  Wendell  V.  Van  Rensselaer,  1  Johnson  Chancery  (N.  Y.).  344;  Chapman 
V.  Chapman,  59  Penn.  St.  214;  Atlanta  v.  Gate  Cilij  Gas  Light  Co.  71  Georgia, 
106;  Strosserv.  Fort  JJ'ayne,  100  Indiana,  443;  State  v.  TFer/ce/,  (52  Wisconsin, 
184;  Gibson  v.  llerriott,  55  Arkansas,  85;  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  17:  Lindsay  v. 
Cooper,  94  Alabama,  170;  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  105;  Katz  v.  Bedford,  77  Calil'or- 
nia,  319;  1  Lawyers"  Rep.  Annotated,  826.  In  Ruckelshaus  v.  BorcherUng, 
Court  of  Chancery  of  New  Jersey  (34  Atl.  R.  977),  a  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
having  let  to  a  tenant  a  store  which  liis  deceased  wife  had  owned,  died  during 
the  term.  At  his  death  there  was  found  a  recorded  deed  of  said  store,  pur- 
porting to  have  been  made  to  him  by  the  heiress  at  law  of  his  wife,  of  which 
deed  the  lessee  of  the  store  was  informed,  and  thereupon  paid  his  rent  to  the 
agent  of  the  heirs  of  tlie  lessoi",  wlio  distributed  it  to  tlie  numerous  heirs, 
who  were  living  in  different  parts  of  the  United  States.  After  the  death  of 
the  lessor,  the  heiress  at  law  was  apprised  of  the  existence  of  the  deed  pur- 
porting to  have  been  made  by  her,  but  failed  to  inform  the  lessee  that  she 
repudiated  the  deed  and  claimed  to  be  the  owner  of  the  store.  Sixteen 
months  after  the  lessor's  death  she  began  an  action  of  ejectment  against  the 
lessee,  claiming  that  the  said  deed  was  a  nullity,  and  she  recovered  judgment. 
Held,  that  the  heiress  will  be  restrained  from  compelling  a  repayment  of  the 
rent  due  from  the  time  of  the  lessor's  death  to  the  time  of  beginning  the  ac- 
tion for  ejectment,  on  the  ground  that  she  had  estopped  herself  by  her  silence, 
when  she  should,  under  the  circumstances,  have  warned  the  tenant  of  the 
invalidity  of  the  deed.  So  in  the  very  common  case  of  an  insurance  company 
retaining  proofs  of  loss  without  objection  :  Blake  v.  Exchange  M.  Ins.  Co.  V.t 
Gray  (Mass.),  205 ;  or  treating  the  policy  as  in  force  after  a  cause  of  forfeit- 
ure  has  arisen  :  T'o.s-  v.  Robinson,  9  Johnson  (N.  Y.),  192  (see  a  great  numbev 
of  instances  of  this  kind  in  Browne  on  Parol  Evidence,  pp.  100-115).  Rut 
the  duty  to  speak  must  exist,  as  well  as  the  opportunity  :  Viele  v.  Jud.'<on.  S2 
New  York,  :)2;  and  the  duty  is  not  imposed  by  knowledge  of  an  unauthor- 
ized offer  of  a  reward:  Hugill  v.  Kinney,  9  Oregon,  250,  42  Am.  Re]).  801; 
or  by  seeing  an  opjiosite  mill  owner  on  a  stream  building  a  race  in  violation 
of  one's  natural  right  in  the  water:  New  York  Rubber  Co  v.  Rothery,  107  New 
Y'ork,  310;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  822:  or  by  failing  to  protest  against  the  unlawful 
use  of  a  foreign  firm  name:  Knoedler  v.  Glaenzer,  55  Federal  Reporter,  895; 
20  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  733. 

Ordinarily  tliere   )mist   ]iav(!  been  an   intent  that  the  conduct   should  be 
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acted  xipou :  Midler  v.  Poiidir,  55  New  York,  325;  Planters'  Iiis.  Co.  v.  Sehiia 
Bank,  (')'■]  Alabama,  585;  Faiccett  v.  Netv  Haven  Ore/an  Co.,  47  Connecticut,  224; 
Alliim  V.  Perry,  (iS  Maine,  2;)2  ;  Robb  v.  Shephurd,  50  Michigan,  189;  Z uchtmartn 
V.  Roberts,  109  JMassachu.setts,  oo  ;  Mc.idarn's  Exec'rs  v.  Ilawcs,  9  liusli  (Ken- 
tucky), 15;  Parker  v.  Moore,  59  Xew  Hampshire,  4-54;  Durant  v.  Pratt,  55 
Vermont,  270;  Askins  v.  Coe,  12  Lea  (Tenne.ssee),  672:  7  .\ni.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law,  p.  10,  citing  Freeman  v.  Cooke. 

And  so  generally  there  can  be  no  estoppel  in  ignorance  of  the  facts.  Whe'a- 
lon  V.  North  British,  ^'c.  Ins.  Co.  7(5  California,  415;  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  216. 

But  negligence  amounting  to  a  breach  of  duty  supplies  the  place  of  intent. 
Griffith  V.  Wright,  6  Colorado,  248;  Greene  v.  Smith,  57  Vermont,  268;  Pence 
V.  Arbuckle,  22  Minnesota,  417;  Hardy  v.  Chesapeake  Bank,  51  Maryland,  562; 
Manufacturers'  Bank  v.  Hazard,  30  Xew  York,  226  ;  Horn  v.  Cole,  51  New 
Hampshire,  287 ;  Kinr/man  v.  Graham,  51  Wisconsin,  232 ;  Brant  v.  Virginia 
Coal  Co.,  93  United  States,  326  ;  Bridenbaugh  v.  King.  42  Ohio  State,  410  (where 
holder  of  a  State  certificate  for  land  neglected  for  forty-three  years  to  perfect 
his  title) ;  Wcinstein  v.  Nat.  Bank  of  Jefferson,  69  Texas,  38 ;  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  23. 
"  It  is  not  necessary  to  an  equitable  estoppel  that  the  party  should  design  to 
mislead.  If  liis  act  was  calculated  to  mislead,  and  actually  has  misled  another 
acting  upon  it  in  good  faith,  and  exercising  reasonable  care  and  diligence, 
under  all  the  circumstances  that  is  enough."  Manufacturers'  Bank  v.  Hazard, 
supra.  '•  There  are  undoubtedly  cases  where  a  party  may  be  concluded  from 
asserting  his  original  rights  to  property  in  consequence  of  his  acts  or  conduct, 
in  which  the  presence  of  fraud,  actual  or  constructive,  is  wanting  ;  as  where 
one  of  two  innocent  parties  must  suffer  from  the  negligence  of  another,  he 
by  whose  agency  the  negligence  was  occasioned  will  be  held  to  bear  tlie  loss." 
Brant  v.  Virginia  Coal  ^  I.  Co.  supra. 

But  the  party  claiming  the  estoppel  must  not  himself  have  been  negligent. 
"  Where  the  condition  of  the  title  is  known  to  both  parties,  or  both  have  the 
same  means  of  ascertaining  the  truth,  there  can  be  no  estoppel."  Brant 
V.  Virginia  Coal  ^-  /.  Co.,  supra:  Knouff  x.  Thompson,  16  Penn.  State,  361; 
Brinckerhoff  \.  Lansing,  4  Johnson  Chancery  (N".  Y.).  65;  8  Am.  Dec.  .538. 
He  must  show  good  faith  and  diligence  to  learn  the  truth.  Morgan  v.  Farrel, 
58  Connecticut,  413;  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  282. 

One  may  be  estopped  by  investing  another  with  apparent  legal  title, 
although  induced  thereto  by  fraud.  Moore  v.  Moore,  112  Indiana,  149;  2 
Am.  St.  Rep.  170. 

Falsity,  concealment,  or  design  to  mislead  is  not  essential  when  the  act 
was  voluntary  and  calculated  to  mislead.  Trustees  v.  Smith.  118  New  York, 
634;  7  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  755;  Slecens  y.  Ludlum.  46  Minnesota.  160; 
13  Law^'ers'  Rep.  Annotated,  270. 

The  other  party. must  have  acted  upon  the  act  or  conduct.  Daniels  v.  Eq. 
Ins.  Co.,  48  Connecticut,  105;  Earl  v.  Stevens,  57  Vermont.  474;  Butchers' 
Ass'n.  V.  Boston,  139  Massachusetts,  290  ;  Andrews  v.  ^Efna  L.  Ins.  Co.,  85  Xew 
York,  334;  Burke  v.  Adams,  SO  ^Missouri,  504;  Powell  v.  Eoger.%  105  Illinois, 
318;  Palmer  V.  Meiners,  17  Kansas,  478;  Graves  \.  Blondell.  70  Maine,  190; 
Sulphine  v.   Dunbar,  55  Mississippi,  255;  Potter  v.  Broum,  50  ^Michigan,  436; 
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McAbe  V.  Thompson,  27  Minnesota,  134;  Lawrence  r.  Towle,  59  New  Hamp- 
shire, 28;  Woodruff  V.  Lounsherry,  40  New  Jersey  Equity,  545;  Askins  v.  Coe, 
12  Lea  (Tennessee),  672  ;  Grigsby  v.  Caruth,  57  Texas,  259  ;  Berwind  v.  Schullz, 
28  Federal  Reporter,  110. 

In  Bynum  v.  Preston,  09  Texas,  287;  5  Am.  St.  Rep,  49,  it  was  held  tliat 
the  essential  elements  of  estoppel  are:  ''T.  A  false  representation  or  conceal- 
ment of  material  facts ;  2.  The  representation  must  liave  been  made  witli  a 
knowledge  of  the  facts ;  3.  The  party  to  whom  it  was  made  must  have  been 
ignorant  of  the  truth  of  the  matter  ;  4.  It  must  have  been  made  with  the  in- 
tention that  the  other  party  should  act  upon  it ;  5.  The  other  party  must  have 
been  induced  to  act  upon  it."  Or  acts,  conduct,  or  declarations  of  a  person, 
by  which  he  designedly  induces  another  to  alter  his  position  injuriously  to 
himself:  Rarer  Iron  Co.  v.  Trout,  83  Virginia,  397;  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  285;  but 
it  must  be  executed  and  not  merely  executory,  ibid.  Or  whenever  an  act  is 
done  or  statement  made  by  a  party  which  cannot  be  contradicted  without 
fraud  on  his  part  and  injury  to  others  :  Humphreys  v.  Finch,  97  North  Carolina, 
303 ;  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  293.  See  Blodgetl  v.  Perry,  97  Missouri,  263  ;  10  Am.  St. 
Rep.  307;   Wheaton  v.  North  British,  kc.  Ins.  Co.  (supra). 

Both  i^rincipal  cases  are  cited  in  3  Willard  on  Real  Property,  pp.  82,  85-89  ; 
and  Pickard  v.  Sears  is  cited  in  2  Fingrey  on  Real  Property,  p.  1228. 


No.  10.  —  STONAED  r.  DUNKIN. 

(1810.) 

No.  11.  —  HENDEESON   v.    WILLIAMS. 
(c.  A.  1894.) 

RULE. 

A  WAREHOUSEMAN  may  be  e.stopped  by  his  delivery  order 
stating  that  he  holds  certain  goods  to  the  order  of  A. :  — 

(a)  As  against  A.  where  tlie  transaction  implies  a  repre- 

sentation by  the  warehouseman  that  the  person 
transferring  the  goods  to  A.  had  a  right  so  tu 
transfer  them,  and  A.  lias  altered  his  position  in 
consequence. 

(b)  As  against  a  third  person  who  lias  in  the  usual  course 

of  business  acted  upon  the  representation  that  the 
goods  are  at  the  disposal  of  A. 
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Ko8. 10, 11.  —  Stonard  v.  Dankin,  2  Camp.  344 ;  Henderson  v.  Williams.  1895,  1  Q.  B.  521. 

Stonard  v.  Dunkin. 

2  Camp.  ••344-34.5.     0'    U-  ^    "^4.) 

Warehouseman.  —  Estoppel. 

A  warehouseman  who,  on  receiving  an  order  from  the  seller  of  malt  to  [344] 
liold  it  on  account  of  tlie  purchaser,  gives  a  written  acknowledgment 
that  he  so  holds  it,  cannot  set  up  as  a  defence  for  not  delivering  it  to  the  pur- 
cliaser,  that  hy  the  usage  of  trade  the  property  in  malt  sold  is  not  transferred  till 
it  is  remeasured,  and  that  hefore  the  malt  in  question  was  remeasured,  the  seller 
hecame  hanknijit. 

Trover  for  malt,  — the  question  being,  whether  the  plaintiff  or 
the  a.ssignees  of  one  Knight  were  entitled  to  it. 

The   plaintiff  gave   in  evidence   an  order   from   Knight  to   the 
defendants,    who   are   warehousemen,    to   hold    the    malt   on    the 
plaintiff's  account,  a  written  acknowledgment  from  the 
defendants  that  they  held  *  it  on  the  plaintiff's  account;   [*  345] 
and  that  he  had  advanced  £7,500  to  Knight,  for  which  the 
malt  was  to  be  a  .security. 

Garrovv  for  the  defendants  contended  that  the  malt,  notwith- 
standing, passed  under  the  commission  to  Knight's  assignees,  as 
from  the  universal  usage  and  consent  of  the  trade  (which  he 
undertook  to  prove)  remeasuring  was  necessary  to  a  transfer  of 
property  in  articles  of  this  nature,  and  the  bankruptcy  intervened 
before  the  malt  in  question  was  remeasured. 

Lord  Ellen  BOROUGH.  AVhatever  the  rule  may  be  between 
buyer  and  seller,  it  is  clear  the  defendants  cannot  say  to  the 
plaintiff,  "  the  malt  is  not  yours, "  after  acknowledging  to  hold  it 
on  his  account.  By  so  doing,  they  attorned  to  him ;  and  I  .should 
entirely  overset  the  .security  of  mercantile  dealings,  were  I  now 
to  suffer  them  to  contest  his  title. 

Verdict /o7- the  plaintiff. 

Henderson  v.  Williams. 

1895,  1  Q.  B.  521-535  (s.  c.  64  L.  J.  Q.  B.  308 ;  72  L.  T.  98  ;  43  W.  B.  274). 

Bailor  and  Bailee.  —  Warehouseman.  — Estoppel.  [-J-l] 

The  owner  of  goods  lying  at  a  warehouse  was  induced  by  the  fraud  of  F.  to 
instruct  the  warehouseman  to  transfer  the  goods  to  the  order  of  P.,  and  tlie 
goods  were  accordingly  jdaced  at  F.'s  disposal.  F.  then  sold  the  goods  to  an 
innocent  purchaser,  wiio,  licforf  ;);iy:'i'^  the  {yrice,  ol)laiiied  a  statement  from  the 
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warehouseman  that  he  held  the  goods  at  the  purcha.ser's  order.  On  the  dis- 
covery of  F.'s  fraud,  the  warehouseman  refused  to  deliver  the  goods  to  the  pur- 
chaser.    In  an  action  by  the  purchaser  against  the  warehouseman  :  — 

Held,  that  the  warehouseman,  having  attorned  to  the  purchaser,  was 
estopped  from  impeaching  his  title,  that  the  refusal  to  deliver  was  a  conversion, 
and  that  the  measure  of  damages  was  the  market  value  of  the  goods  at  the  date 
of  the  refusal. 

Per  Lord  Halsbury  :  The  true  owner,  having  enabled  F.  to  hold  himself 
out  as  the  owner,  could  not  set  up  his  title  against  that  of  the  jiurchaser:  jjjer 
LiNDLEY,  L.  J.,  it  should  be  so  held  on  principle,  but  quaere  whether  the  facts 
were  distinguishable  from  those  of  Kingsford  v.  Merry  (1  H.  &  N.  503.) 

Kingsford  v.  Merry  (1  H.  &  N.  503),  Atteriburough  v.  London  and  St. 
Katharines  Dock  Co.  (3  C.  P.  D.  450),  and  Biddle  v.  Bond  (0  B.  &  S.  225) 
discussed. 

In  this  case  appeals  were  brought  by  the  plaintiffs  and  the 
defendant  against  a  judgment  of  Cave,  J.,  without  a  jury.  The 
action  was  for  damages  for  the  wrongful  detention  or  conversion 
of  150  bao^s  of  suoar.  The  defendant  bv  his  defence  denied  that 
the  sugar  was  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  facts  were  as 
follows.  The  plaintiffs  were  sugar  merchants  of  Hull.  The 
defendant  was  a  warehouseman,  carrying  on  business  at  Hull  and 
Goole.  On  June  3,  1894,  one  Fletcher,  by  pretending  that  he 
was  Eobinson,  negotiated  a  purchase  of  150  bags  K.  A.  V.  sugar 
from  Messrs.  Grey  &  Co.,  sugar  merchants  of  Liverpool^  they 
believing  that  they  were  dealing  with  Eobinson,  a  well-known 
customer  of  theirs,  through  Fletcher,  as  his  agent.  On  June  6 
Grey  &  Co.  sent  to  the  defendant,  who  then  held  the  150  bags  of 
sugar  in  a  warehouse  at  Goole,  the  following  telegram :  "  Transfer 
to  order  of  Fletcher,  Leeds,  150  R.  A.  V."  The  defendant 
replied  on  the  same  day  by  a  letter,  in  wdiich,  after 
[*  522]  *  referring  to  some  other  sugar,  he  proceeded :  "  I  have 
your  telegram  to  transfer  the  balance  (150  bags)  to  Mr. 
W.  Fletcher,  of  Leeds,  at  whose  disposal  I  have  placed  the  sugar. 
Please  note. " 

On  the  same  day,  and  before  the  receipt  of  this  letter.  Grey  & 
Co.  wrote  to  the  defendant,  with  reference  to  these  150  bags  of 
sugar,  as  follows :  "  Please  hold  these  to  the  order  of  Mr.  W. 
Fletcher,  Leeds,  and  accept  his  instructions  for  delivery.  Freight 
and  lauding  charges  to  our  account."  Fletcher,  having  com- 
tnitted  this  fraud  upon  Grey  Sc  Co.,  then  negotiated  with  the 
plaintiffs   to   sell   the   sugar  to   them,   together  with   sctme  other 
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sugar  which  was  in  the  defendant's  warehouse,  for  casli.  At  this 
time  Fletcher  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  £131, 
for  wliich  he  had  given  a  che([ue  which  had  been  dishonoured  ;  and, 
as  Fletcher  recjuired  to  be  paid  for  the  sugar  in  cash,  the  plain- 
tiffs, before  concluding  any  contract  with  him,  sent  down  tu  the 
defendant  to  ascertain  if  the  sugar  proposed  to  be  sold  to  them  by 
Fletcher  was  in  his  warehouse  to  Fletcher's  order.  The  defen- 
dant sent  back  to  the  plaintiffs  the  following  document,  signed  by 
him :  "  Memorandum.  J.  L.  Williams  to  Messrs.  Henderson  & 
Co.,  Hull.  June  7,  1894.  K.  A.  V.  150  bags  of  sugar.  G.  R. 
36  bags  of  sugar.  Star  50  bags  of  sugar,  lying  at  Goole.  I  hold 
the  above  on  account  of  W.  W.  Fletcher,  Leeds,  and  will  deliver 
same  to  your  order  on  receipt  of  his  transfer  in  your  favour.  "  The 
plaintiffs  were  not  satisfied  with  this  document,  and  again  com- 
municated with  the  defendant,  who  then  wrote  across  the  above- 
mentioned  memorandum  as  follows  :  ''  I  hold  the  within  at  your 
order  and  disposal. "  Thereupon  the  plaintiffs  purchased  the 
sugar  mentioned  in  the  memorandum  from  Fletcher  at  the  price 
of  £301  Is.  od. 

The  plaintiffs  deducted  from  the  price  of  the  sugar  the  sum  of 
£131  16s.  for  returned  cheque  and  expenses,  and  also  a  further 
small  sum  of  £1  15.s.  6d.  (as  to  which  no  question  arose),  in 
respect  of  some  previous  transaction,  and  handed  to  Fletcher  a 
cheque  for  the  balance,  £167  15-;.  lit/.,  which  he  cashed  in  due 
course.  Grey  &  Co.  having  discovered  Fletcher's  fraud  upon 
them,  induced  the  defendant  to  detain  the  150  bags,  and  indemni- 
fied him  for  so  doing.  The  defendant  accordingly  refu.sed  to 
deliver  these  150  bags  to  the  plaintiffs,  but  he  delivered 
to  them  *  the  36  and  the  50  bags  (which  were  of  the  [*  523] 
value  of  £100),  to  which  Grey  &  Co.  made  no  claim. 

Cave,  J.,  held  that  the  defendant  could  not  .set  up  the  title  of 
Grey  and  Co.  against  the  plaintiffs ;  but  with  regard  to  the  mea- 
sure of  damages,  he  held  that  the  plaintiffs  were  only  entitled  to 
the  money  which  they  had  in  their  pockets  before  the  sale  — 
namely,  £167  less  £100,  the  value  of  the  sugar  which  was  not  in 
dispute,  treating  Fletcher's  indebtedness  for  this  purpose  as  of  no 
value,  and  he  accordingly  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
£67.  The  plaintiffs  appealed  against  the  latter  part  of  this  judg- 
ment, and  asked  for  judgment  for  the  market  value  of  the  goods, 
which  was  atrreed  at  £216  12s.  Cxi. 
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The  defendant  appealed  against  the  whole  of  the  judgment. 

Forbes,  Q.  C. ,  and  Lacey  Smith  (Scott  Fox  with  them),  for  tlie 
plaintiffs.  The  measure  of  damages  is  the  market  value  of  the 
goods  at  the  time  of  their  conversion. 

[They  were  stopped.] 

Pickford,  Q.  C. ,  and  T.  Willes  Chitty,  for  the  defendant.  The 
defendant  sets  up  the  title  of  Grey  &  Co.  as  a  defence  to  the 
action,  and  Attenborouifn.  v.  London  and  /SV.  Katharine's  Dock  Co., 
3  C.  P.  D.  450,  shows  that  this  defence  is  open  to  him.  The 
substantial  question,  therefore,  is  whether  Grey  &  Co.  have  a 
good  title  as  against  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  submitted  that  they 
have.  The  property  in  the  goods  never  passed  out  of  Grey  &  Co. 
Fletcher  obtained  the  riglit  of  possession  by  a  fraud,  but  no  prop- 
erty passed  to  him;  and  if  the  defendant  had  delivered  the  goods 
to  the  plaintiffs.  Grey  &  Co.  could  have  taken  tliem  out  of  their 
hands.  Cundij  v.  Lindsaij,  3  App.  Cas.  459  ;  Hi<jgons  v.  Burton, 
26  L.  J.  Ex.  342. 

Forbes,  Q.  C. ,  in  reply.  The  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants  are  distinguishable  from  the  present  on  two  grounds ; 
1.  Because  the  real  owner  of  the  goods  instructed  the  defendant 
to  hold  to  the  order  of  Fletcher,  and  those  instructions  were  acted 
on;  2.  Because  the  defendant  attorned  to  the  phaintitts'  title. 
Both  the  defendant  and  Grey  &  Co.  are  therefore  estopped  from 
denying  that  the  plaintiffs  are  the  triie  owners.  Sionard  v. 
[*524]  *Dunhin,  2  Camp.  344  (11  E.  K.  724);  Hawcs  x.  Wat- 
son, 2  B.  &  C.  540  (26  P.  E.  448)  ;  Gosling  v.  Birnie, 
7  Bing.  339 ;  Knights  v.   Wiffen,  L.  E. ,  5  Q.  B.  660  ;  Gillett  v.  Hill, 

2  C.  &  M.  530 ;  Burkinsliaw  v.  Nicolls,  3  App.  Cas.    1004.   1026, 
48  L.  J.  Ch.   179  ;  In  re  Bahia,  and,  San  Fraiicisco  Rg.  Co.,  L.  E. 

3  Q.    B.    584,   37  L.    J.   Q.    B.    176;  Balkis   Consolidated   Co.  v. 
Tomkinson,  [1893]  A.  C.  396,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  134. 

Pickford,  Q.  C. ,  in  reply  upon  the  further  authorities,  con- 
tended that  they  were  inconsistent  with  Biddlc  v.  Bond,  6  B.  & 
S.  225,  34  L.  ,1  Q.  B.  137,  and  Kingsford  v.  Mrrrg,  1  H.  &  N. 
503,  26  L.  J.  Ex.  83. 

[LiNDLKY,  L.  J.,  referred  to  Rogers.,  Sons  &  Co.  v.  Lanihert  & 
Co.  (1891),  1  Q.  B.  318,  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  187.]         Cior.  adv.  vult. 

Dec.  19.  Lord  Halsbuijy.  This  is  an  api)eal  from  my  brother 
Cave's  judgment  in  an  action  in  which  the  plaintiff  sues  in  trover 
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a  warehouseman.  The  real  parties  to  the  transaction  which  gave 
rise  to  this  litigation  are  Grey  &  Co.  on  the  one  hand,  the  original 
owner.s  of  the  goods,  and  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  persons  entitled 
to  those  goods  by  a  transfer  made  to  them.  The  action  arises  out 
of  the  right  to  150  bags  of  sugar  which  belonged  to  Grey  &  Co. 
By  a  fraud  Grey  &  Co.  were  induced  to  send  a  telegram  to  Mr. 
Williams,  of  Goole,  directing  him  to  transfer  to  the  order  of 
Fletcher,  of  Leeds,  the  150  bags  of  sugar  now  in  question. 

[His  Lordship  then  referred  to  the  letter  of  June  6  from  Wil- 
liams to  Grey  &  Co.,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  telegram 
and  the  letter  from  Grey  &  Co.  to  Williams  of  the  same  date 
contirujing  the  telegram.] 

Mr.  Williams  having  duly  carried  out  the  instructions  con- 
tained in  the  telegram  and  letter,  Mr.  Fletcher,  wlio  was  a  fraudu- 
lent person,  entered  into  negotiations  with  the  present  plaintiffs  ^ 
for  the  purpose  of  a  sale  of  the  sugar  to  them.  The  sale  was 
effected  and  the  transaction  concluded  in  a  manner  which  I  will 
describe  presently. 

I  pause  here  to  consider  what  was  at  this  time  the  rela- 
tive *  situation  of  the  parties.  Grey  &  Co.,  the  real  [*  525] 
owners  of  the  goods,  had  placed  with  full  powers  of  dis- 
position these  sugars  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Fletcher.  If  the  ques- 
tion now  to  be  determined  was  wliether  or  not  any  property 
passed  under  these  circumstances  to  Mr.  Fletcher,  I  should  say 
tliat,  inasmuch  as  Fletcher  was  only  the  designated  consignee  and 
not  a  person  purporting  to  enter  into  a  bargain  or  a  contract  at  all, 
no  such  property  would  pass  at  all ;  and  I  think  that  that  view 
would  be  in  accordance  with  the  decision  in  Kiugsford  v.  Merry, 
^  1  H.  &  N.  503,  with  respect  to  which  I  have  to  say  a  word  or  tw^ 
'  presently.  But  that  is  not  the  position  in  which  I  regard  the 
transaction  so  far.  It  appears  to  me  that  quite  apart  from  any 
contract  which  might  be  affirmed  or  disaffirmed  afterwards,  the 
(piestion  here  is  whether  the  true  owner  of  the  goods  has  so  in- 
vested the  person  dealing  with  them  with  the  indicia  of  property 
as  that  when  an  innocent  person  enters  into  a  negotiation  with  the 
person  to  whom  these  things  have  been  entrusted  with  the  indicia 
of  property  the  true  owner  of  the  goods  cannot  afterwards  com- 
plain that  there  was  no  authority  to  make  such  a  bargain.  I 
tliink  a  confusion  has  arisen  as  to  the  kind  of  inferences  to  be 
drawn  from  the  case  of  Kingsford  v.  Merry,  —  a  confusion  of  two 
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totally  dift'erent  things.  If  a  contract  is  induced  by  fraud,  that 
contract  may  be  affirmed  or  disaffirmed,  and,  until  it  is  dis- 
affirmed, any  person  dealing  on  the  faith  of  that  contract  is  pro- 
tected, because  until  it  is  disaffirmed  it  is  a  perfectly  good  contract. 
I  think  it  was  made  out  before  us  tliat  here  tliere  was  no  contract 
at  all,  and  if  the  case  had  turned  upon  that  question  alone  I 
should  say  that  no  property  had  passed.  But  that  is  not  the  only 
question.  There  may  be  a  question  where,  although  no  property 
had  in  fact  passed,  yet  the  true  owner  has  allowed  another  person 
to  hold  himself  out  as  the  owner  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  an 
innocent  person  enter  into  a  contract,  which  contract  being  per- 
formed cannot  be  set  aside.  The  case  of  Kingsford  v.  Merry,  as 
to  which,  as  I  say,  a  considerable  amount  of  misapprehension  has 
existed  before  now,  was  a  case  in  which,  in  truth,  there  was 
neither  a  holding  out,  nor  was  there,  in  fact,  a  contract.  What- 
ever the  true  facts  of  the  case  may  have  been,  the  Court  of 
[*  526]  *  Exchequer,  which  tried  the  case  in  the  first  instance,  was 
under  the  belief  that  the  question  before  the  Court  was 
whether  or  not  a  contract  obtained  by  fraud  until  disaffirmed 
was  capable  of  giving  a  good  title  to  an  innocent  holder  for  value ; 
and  upon  that  ground  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was 
decided.  It  is  within  my  own  knowledge  that  more  than  one 
member  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  complained  tliat  after  they  had 
given  a  decision  upon  that  hypothesis  the  parties,  upon  the  case 
going  up  to  appeal,  agreed  to  a  statement  of  facts  which  did  not 
represent  the  facts  in  evidence  before  them.  The  matter  when 
fought  before  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was,  of  course,  upon  the 
facts  as  proved  at  the  trial.  The  question,  as  it  came  before  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  was  upon  a  statement  of  facts  ia'* 
writing  agreed  upon  between  the  parties.  Now,  let  us  see  what 
was  the  ratio  decidendi  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber.  The 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  said :  "  The  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  appears  to  have  been  founded  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  plaintiffs  would  liave  been  warranted,  by  the  circum- 
stances  stated  in  the  case,  in  treating  the  transaction  between 
them  and  Anderson  as  a  contract  of  sale  which  by  reason  of  the 
fraud  of  Anderson  they  might  disaffirm,  if  they  please,  or  affirm, 
and  proceed  as  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  but  that  their  riglit  to 
di.saffirm  was  subject  to  any  intermediate  right  which  n  bona  fide 
vendee  or  pawnee  from   Anderson  might  acquire.      We  are,  how- 
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ever,  of  opinion  that  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  the  plain- 
tilis  and  Anderson  never  did  stand  in  the  relation  of  vendor  or 
vendee  of  the  goods,  and  that  tliere  was  no  contract  between  them 
which  the  plaintiffs  might  either  affirm  or  disaffirm.  It  is  stated 
in  the  evidence  set  out  in  the  case,  that  the  plaintiff's  gave  the 
delivery  order  to  Anderson  and  dealt  with  him  as  they  did,  not  as 
purchasing  the  goods  from  them,  but  as  having  purchased  them 
from  Leask  as  falsely  repre.seiited  by  him,  giving  him  credit  as  a 
sub-contractor  by  purchase  from  the  contractor  with  them.  There 
was  no  privity  of  contract  between  them  and  Anderson,  and  it 
was  only  as  representing  himself,  as  claiming  under  Leask,  that 
they  gave  him  by  the  delivery  order  the  means  of  possessing  the 
goods.  Such  a  delivery,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  would  no  more  pass  the  property  in  the  *  goods,  than  [*  527] 
a  delivery  to  an  ngent  or  servant  of  Leask  would  pass  the 
property  to  such  agent  or  servant.  But  upon  the  facts  it  appears 
that  Anderson  had  no  authority  from  Leask  to  receive,  but  only  to 
inspect  the  goods,  and  that  Anderson  obtained  the  transfer  to 
himself  without  authority  and  by  false  pretences,  and  mere  pos- 
session with  no  further  indicia  of  title  than  a  delivery  order  is 
not  sufficient  to  entitle  a  hona  fide  pawnee  of  the  person  fraudu- 
lently obtaining  possession  from  the  true  owner  to  resist  the  claim 
of  the  latter  in  an  action  of  trover.  " 

It  is  manifest  that  if  these  were  the  facts  which  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  assumed  as  the  basis  of  their  judgment,  no 
relation  between  these  parties  existed  at  all,  any  more  than  in  the 
ca.se  of  a  person  who  might  have  stolen  a  delivery  order  and  pre- 
sented it  at  the  proper  office.  But  it  is  remarkable  to  observe 
that  in  giving  that  judgment,  and  upon  the  argument  in  that 
case,  it  is  expressly  distinguished  from  those  cases  in  which  a 
person  has  given  the  indicia  of  title  to  another  so  as  to  enable 
him  to  pass  as  the  true  owner ;  and  a  long  line  of  authorities,  of 
which  I  have  only  selected  two,  establishes  conclusively  that 
where  that  is  the  case  it  is  no  longer  a  question  of  affirming  or  dis- 
affirming any  contract  between  the  owner  of  the  goods,  but  a  ques- 
tion whether  the  owner  of  the  goods  has  by  his  conduct  allowed 
the  person  who  has  either  cheated  him  or  to  whom  he  has  intrusted 
goods  to  hold  himself  out  as  the  owner  so  as  to  give  a  good  title 
to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value.  In  Williams  v.  Barton,  3 
Bing.    1.39  (24  R.    R.   448),   Best,  C.   J.,  after  dealing  with  the 
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facts  of  that  case,  which  are  not  material  to  my  purpose,  and  after 
speaking  of  the  power  of  obtaining  a  good  title  in  market  overt, 
says :  "  This  exception  in  our  law  proves  that  if  a  person  acquires 
the  possession  of  property  in  any  mode,  other  than  that  of  sale  in 
market  overt,  he  cannot  keep  it  against  the  owner;  it  proves  at 
the  same  time,  that,  as  commerce  is  now  carried  on,  the  purchaser 
or  pawnee  should  have  the  same  protection  against  him  who  per- 
mits another  to  deal  with  his  property,  as  if  it  were  his  own. " 
And  again,  in  Dyer  v.  Pearson,  3  B.  &  C.  38  (27  E.  R  286), 
Abbott,   C.   J.,  says,  referring  to  the  case  before  him:  "We  all 

tliink  that  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial  in  this  case.     The 
[*  528]    question  which  I  left  *  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury 

does  not  appear  to  me  to  have  embraced  the  whole  case. 
The  general  rule  of  the  law  of  England  is,  that  a  man  who  has  no 
authority  to  sell,  cannot,  by  making  a  sale,  transfer  the  property 
to  another.  There  is  one  exception  to  that  rule,  namely,  the 
case  of  sales  in  market  overt.  This  was  not  a  sale  in  market 
overt,  and  therefore  does  not  fall  within  tlie  exception.  Now  this 
being  the  rule  of  law,  I  ought  either  to  have  told  the  jury,  that 
even  if  there  was  an  unsusj)icious  purchase  by  the  defendants,  yet 
as  Smith  had  no  authority  to  sell,  they  should  find  their  verdict 
for  the  plaintiffs ;  or  I  should  have  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say, 
whether  the  plaintiffs  had  by  their  own  conduct  enabled  Smith 
to  hold  himself  forth  to  the  world  as  having  not  the  possession 
only,  but  the  property ;  for  if  the  real  owner  of  goods  suffer 
another  to  have  possession  of  his  property,  and  of  those  docu- 
ments which  are  the  indicia  of  property,  then,  perhaps,  a  sale  by 
such  a  person  would  bind  the  true  owner.  " 

Now,  I  have  thought  it  right  to  deal  here  as  if  the  only  parties 
to  this  question  were  the  true  owner  of  the  goods  and  the  pur- 
chaser for  value.  The  question,  of  course,  arises  liere  in  a  dif- 
ferent form,  although  perhaps  only  circuitously.  Here  the 
warehouse-keeper  has  been  induced  to  attorn  to  tlie  ownership  of 
the  fraudulent  person  Fletcher,  and  in  that  character  to  transfer 
to  Fletcher  and  to  Fletcher's  order  the  property  intrusted  to  his 
charge ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  him 
to  resist  an  action  by  the  person  to  whose  title  lie  has  attorned  if 
no  other  question  existed  in  the  case. 

This  is  an  action  in  which  it  is  admitted  that  the  warehouse- 
keeper  is  acting  under  the  indemnity  of  (Jrey  &  Co.,  and  I  have 
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thought  it  right  to  trace  the  question  up  to  itf5  source,  and  to  treat 
Grey  &  Co. ,  the  true  owners,  as  the  persons  who  are  the  practical 
defendants  in  this  case.  Treating  Grey  &  Co.  as  the  defendants 
in  this  case,  I  am  of  o}»inion  that  upon  these  facts  tliey  have  no 
answer.  The  real  truth  is  tliat  Grey  &  Co.  are  the  persons  who 
have  permitted  this  fraud  to  l)e  committed,  by  intrusting  the 
goods  to  the  order  and  disposition  of  Fletcher ;  and  apart  from  the 
authorities  to  which  I  have  already  referred,  I  think  that 
it  is  not  undesirable  to  refer  to  an  American  *  authority,  [*  529] 
which,  I  observe,  was  quoted  in  the  case  of  Kingsford  v. 
Merry,  Root  v.  French,  13  Wend.  570,  and  see  Kent's  Comm.  ii. 
514,  in  which,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  Savage,  C.  J., 
makes  observations  which  seem  to  me  to  be  well  worthy  of  con- 
sideration. Speaking  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  who  has  purchased 
property  from  a  fraudulent  vendee  and  given  value  for  it,  he  says : 
"  He  is  protected  in  doing  so  upon  the  principle  just  stated,  that 
when  one  of  two  innocent  persons  must  suffer  from  the  fraud  of  a 
third,  he  shall  suffer,  who,  by  his  indiscretion,  has  enabled  such 
third  person  to  commit  the  fraud.  A  contrary  principle  would 
endanger  the  security  of  commercial  transactions,  and  destroy 
that  confidence  upon  which  what  is  called  the  usual  course  of 
trade  materially  rests. " 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  when  once  the  correspondence 
is  looked  at  upon  which  these  goods  were  committed  to  Fletcher, 
to  his  order  and  disposition,  and  Fletcher  was  invested  with  a 
full  power  of  disposition,  it  is  impossible  to  argue  that  this  was 
not  a  holding  out,  by  the  true  owner  of  the  goods,  of  Fletcher  as 
capable  of  giving  a  good  title.  It  is  admitted  that  the  present 
plaintiffs  dealt  hand  fide  with  the  person  who  was  thus  in  the 
complete  dominion  of  the  property  in  question,  and  was,  under 
these  circumstances,  and  from  this  correspondence,  held  out  by 
the  true  owners  of  the  goods  as  the  owner,  and  with  whom,  there- 
fore, any  contract  made  innocently  by  a  bond  fide  purchaser  for 
value  would  be  protected. 

That  brings  me  to  the  only  remaining  question,  namely,  the 
question  of  damages ;  and  I  confess  I  am  wholly  unable  to  under- 
stand the  mode  in  which  these  damages  were  assessed.  If  I  am 
right  in  the  conclusion  at  which  I  have  arrived,  the  truth  is  that 
the  plaintiffs  here  were  entitled  to  the  market  value  of  the  goods. 
It  is  immaterial  in  what  form  the  payment  was  made.      If  I  were 
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to  go  into  that  question  I  should  say  that  the  extinguishment  of 
Fletcher's  debt  and  the  return  of  his  cheque  would  be  an  ample 
consideration ;  but  I  protest  against  being  involved  in  any  such 
inquiry.      These  goods  were  under  these  circumstances  the  goods 

of  the  plaintiff's.  They  ought  to  have  been  delivered,  and 
[*  530]    were  refused.      That  is  a  conversion  *  of  those  goods  ;  and 

it  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  ordinary  rule  of  law 
applies,  that  the  plaintiffs  complaining  of  conversion  of  their 
goods  are  entitled  to  the  market  value  of  those  goods  at  the  time 
of  the  conversion.  For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  upon 
the  plaintiff's'  appeal  the  verdict  should  be  increased  to  the  sum 
claimed  by  them  as  the  market  value,  namely,  £215  12s.  6d.,  and 
that  the  defendant's  cross-appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

LiNDLEY,  L.  J.  In  this  case  a  Liverpool  sugar  merchant,  named 
Grey,  had  150  bags  of  sugar  belonging  to  him  warehoused  in  his 
name  in  the  defendant's  warehouse  at  Goole.  On  June  6,  1894, 
Grey  was  induced  by  the  fraud  of  one  Fletcher  to  authorize  the 
defendant  to  hold  these  bags  of  sugar  according  to  Fletcher's 
order.  On  the  same  day  Fletcher  agreed  to  sell  them  to  the  plain- 
tiffs ;  but  before  the  plaintiffs  paid  him  for  them  they  insisted  on 
having  them  transferred  into  their  own  name.  This  was  done  on 
June  7,  and  the  defendant  informed  the  plaintiffs  that  he  held  the 
sugar  at  the  plaintiff's'  order  and  disposal.  Thereupon  the  plain- 
tiffs paid  Fletcher  for  the  goods.  Grey  afterwards  discovered  that 
he  had  been  defrauded,  and  he  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  not  to 
part  with  the  bags  of  sugar.  The  defendant,  being  indemnified 
by  Grey,  has  refused  to  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiff's,  whereupon 
they  bring  this  action  to  recover  their  value.  The  defendant 
defends  this  action  for  and  on  behalf  of  Grey.  Cave,  J.,  has 
decided  tliat  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  lecover  damages  for  the 
non-delivery  of  the  sugar.  For  reasons,  however,  which  he  gave, 
he  refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff's  the  market  value  of  the  sugar. 
Hence  the  plaintiffs  have  appealed,  and  they  contend  that  they 
are  entitled  to  the  market  value  of  the  sugar.  The  defendant  has 
also  appealed,  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled 
to  the  sugar.  Tt  will  be  convenient  to  dispose  of  the  defendant's 
appeal  first.  He  contends  —  (1)  that  he  is  not  estopped  from 
setting  up  Grey's  title;  and  (2)  that  his  title  is  better  than  that 
of  the  plaintiff's.  T  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  wrong 
upon  the  first  point,  even  if  he  is  right  on  the  second.      The  dis- 
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tiiict  attoiniueut  by  the  defendant  to  the  phiintifis  on 
June  7,  *  18!)4,  clearly,  in  my  oi)inion,  estopped  the  [*  531] 
defendant  from  denying  the  plaintiffs'  title.  The  cases 
cited  by  Mr.  Forbes,  beginning  with  Stonard  v.  Dunkia,  2  Cam[>. 
o44  (11  li.  11.  724),  and  ending  with  Knvjlda  v.  Wiffcn,  L.  IJ.  o 
Q  B.  660,  are  conclusive  on  this  point,  and  any  other  decision 
would  be  most  mischievous  in  a  bu.siness  point  of  view.  Mr. 
Pickford,  in  his  very  able  argument  for  the  defendant,  urged  that 
Attenhurouyk  v.  London  and  St.  JCatharine's  Dock  Co.,  3  C.  P.  I). 
450,  was  an  authority  to  show  that  there  was  no  estoppel  in  tiiis 
case.  But  there  the  defendants  had  not  attorned  to  the  plaintifls, 
and  the  attornment  makes  all  the  difference.  "With  respect  to  the 
second  point  there  is  more  difficulty.  If  there  were  no  estoppel, 
and  the  Court  had  to  decide  whether  Grey  or  the  plaintiffs  had 
the  better  title  to  these  150  bags  of  sugar,  my  judgment  would  be 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs,  if  it  were  not  for  the  case  of  Kingsford 
V.  Merri/.  The  case  stands  thus :  Grey  authorized  the  defendant, 
his  agent,  to  hold  the  sugar  to  Fletcher's  order,  and,  before  that 
authority  was  revoked,  the  defendant  acted  upon  it,  and  trans- 
ferred the  sugar  to  the  plaintiff's,  who  are  bond  fide  purchasers  of 
it  for  value  from  Fletcher,  without  notice  of  anvthins  wrong.  It 
seems  to  me  that,  whether  Fletcher  was  the  owner  of  the  goods  or 
not,  still,  as  he  was  expressly  authorized  to  dispose  of  them,  it 
would  be  contrary  to  principle  to  hold  that  Grey  could  recover 
the  sugar  from  the  plaintiff's.  But  Mr.  Pickford  cited  Kingsford 
V.  Merry  to  show  that  Grey  could  do  so.  I  have  looked  care- 
fully through  the  report  of  that  case.  An  order  was  there  given 
b}'  the  jjlaintiff's  to  their  warehouseman  in  substance  like  the 
order  given  by  Grey  to  the  defendant  on  June  6  in  this  case.  I 
understand  that  this  order  comprised  the  goods  sued  for.  I  also 
understand  that  this  order  was  acted  upon  by  the  warehouseman 
before  it  was  revoked,  just  as  was  tlie  case  here.  He  had  trans- 
ferred the  goods  into  the  name  of  the  defendant,  who  was  a  bond 
fide  pledgee  for  value  from  the  person  whose  orders  were  to  be 
obeyed.  The  decision  of  the  Court  was,  nevertheless,  in  the 
plaintiffs'  favour,  on  the  ground  that  no  property  passed  from  the 
plaintiffs  to  the  person  to  whom  they  gave  the  delivery 
order,  and  that,  no  property  having  passed  to  *  liim,  he  [*  532] 
could  confer  none  on  the  defendant.  The  case  was  treated 
as  if   it  were  the  case  of  a  sale  of  goods  by  a  person  who  had 
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obtained  possession  of  them  by  false  pretences.  Such  a  person, 
having  no  title,  can  confer  none,  except  by  sale  in  market  overt. 
See  Cumhj  v.  JAndmij,  3  App.  Cas.  459.  I  confess  I  find  great 
difficulty  in  distinguishing  the  facts  of  Kingsford  v.  Merry  from 
the  facts  of  this  case,  although  I  think  too  little  attention  was 
paid  to  the  authority  given  and  acted  upon  before  it  was  revoked. 
But  perhaps  the  order  to  which  I  have  referred  did  not  include 
the  goods  sued  for.  On  the  ground,  however,  of  estoppel  by 
attornment  the  defendant's  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
As  regards  the  damages,  I  am  unable  to  adopt  the  view  taken  by 
Cave,  J.  The  value  of  the  150  bags  of  sugar  was  £215.  Fletcher 
sold  to  the  plaintiffs  other  sugars,  and  the  price  of  the  whole  came 
to  a  little  over  £.300.  Fletcher  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  on 
other  transactions,  and  they  held  a  dishonoured  cheque  of  his. 
Instead,  therefore,  of  paying  Fletcher  £.300  odd,  the  plaintiffs 
deducted  the  amount  of  the  dishonoured  cheque  and  paid  Fletcher 
the  balance  —  £167  odd.  Cave,  J. ,  has  deducted  the  price  of  the 
other  sugars  from  this  sum,  and  has  given  the  plaintiffs  only  £67. 
But,  if  he  went  into  these  calculations  at  all,  he  should  have 
deducted  the  price  of  the  other  sugars  from  the  £300  odd,  and  not 
from  the  £167  odd.  If  this  had  been  done  the  judgment  would 
have  been  for  £200  odd,  and  the  plaintiffs  would,  no  doubt,  have 
been  satisfied.  In  my  opinion,  however,  the  defendant  being 
estopped  from  denying  the  plaintiffs'  title,  this  action  ought  to 
be  treated  as  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of  goods  belonging  to 
the  plaintiffs.  The  ordinary  rule  ought,  therefore,  to  be  adopted, 
and  the  proper  measure  of  damages  is  the  market  value  of  the  150 
bags  of  sugar  at  the  time  of  their  wrongful  conversion  by  the 
defendant.  This  value  is  £215,  and  the  judgment  ought  to  be 
for  this  sum,  and  the  plaintiffs  must  have  the  costs  of  their 
appeal. 

A.  L.  Smith,  L.  J.     These  are  cross-appeals  —  by  the  defendant 
to  have  judgment  entered  for  him  —  by  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the 

damages  awarded  increased.  The  plaintiffs  are  sugar  mer- 
[*  533]    chants,   *  and  the  defendant  is  a  warehouseman  at  Hull 

and  Gc)ole,  and  in  order  to  bring  out  clearly  the  point 
raised  it  appears  to  me  that  it  will  be  convenient  to  treat  the 
action  as  an  old  action  of  trover  to  recover  damages  for  the  con- 
version of  150  bags  of  B.  A.  V.  sugar,  to  which  tlie  defendant 
has  pleaded  not  guilty  and  not  possessed.      The  material  facts  lie 
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iu  a  small  compass.      [The    Lord  Justice  .stated   the  facts,  and 
continued: — ] 

The  tirst  ([uestion  which  arises  is  wliether  the  defendant  is 
estopped  from  denying  what  he  traverses  Ijy  his  plea  of  not  pos- 
sessed, namely,  the  plaintiffs'  right  to  possession  of  the  150  Lags 
as  against  the  defendant  at  the  date  of  the  refusal  to  deliver.  It 
appears  to  me  that  if  he  is,  the  defendant's  appeal  to  have  judg- 
ment entered  for  him  fails,  and,  subject  to  a  point  upon  the 
damages,  the  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs  must  stand.  The  prin- 
ciple upon  which  an  estoppel  in  pais  i?,  created  is  laid  down  in 
the  well-known  cases  of  Fickard  v.  Sears,  6  A.  &  E.  469,  Free- 
man  v.  Cooke,  2  Ex.  654,  and  Cornish  v.  Ahhi>i(jton,  4  H.  &  N. 
549,  and  need  not  be  stated  here,  for  it  is  familiar  to  all  lawyers. 
It  is  upon  this  principle  that  many  warehousemen  in  like  circum- 
stances to  those  of  the  defendant  have  found  themselves  estopped 
from  denying  the  plaintiff's  title,  and  from  .setting  up  a  title  in  a 
third  person,  and,  as  examples,  I  will  take  the  ca.>^es  of  Stonard 
V.  Dunkin,  2  Camp.  344  (11  E.  K.  724);  Haves  v.  Watson,  2  B. 
&  C.  540  (26  l\.  R.  448);  Gosliiuj  v.  Biniie,  7  Bing.  .'3o9,  in 
which  TiNDAL,  C  J.,  stated  "the  defendant  is  estopped  by  his 
own  admissions;  for,  unless  they  amount  to  an  estoppel,  the  word 
estoppel  may  as  well  l)e  blotted  from  the  law. "  The  admission 
in  the  present  case,  namely,  the  statement  liy  the  defendant  that 
he  held  the  sugar  at  the  plaintiff's'  order  and  disposal,  is  certainly 
no  less  strong  than  in  Gosling  v.  Birnie;  and,  lastly,  the  case  of 
Kniglits  v.  Wiffea,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  660,  in  which  the  principle 
upon  which  an  estoppel  in  pais  arises  is  again  enunciated,  and -it  is 
again  pointed  out  how  it  applies.  To  get  rid  of  these  authorities, 
which,  in  my  opinion,  are  conclusive  in  the  plaintiffs'  favour, 
Mr.  Pickfortl,  in  an  excellent  argument  for  tlie  defendant,  sug- 
gested that  as  they  were  mostly  cases  prior  to  the  case  of 
Fiddle  v.  Fond,  6  B.  &  S.  225,  in  which  it  *  was  held  [*  534] 
that  tlie  estoppel  against  a  bailee  from  disputing  the  title 
of  his  bailor  and  setting  up  s.Jus  tertii  ceases  when  the  bailment 
is  determined  by  what  is  equivalent  to  an  eviction,  the  above 
cases  were  no  longer  law.  But  this  is  not  so  ;  for  Blackburx,  J. , 
who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Fiddle  v.  Fond,  took 
care  to  state  that  the  Court  in  no  way  questioned  those  cases,  and 
that  learned  Judge  pointed  out  at  the  .same  time  in  such  clear 
language  what  those  cases  had  decided  that  I  will  repeat  what  he 
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said.  He  said :  "  Several  cases  were  cited  on  the  argument  at  the 
bar,  and  more  might  have  been  cited,  such  as  Stonard  v.  Dankiv, 
GosliiKj  V.  Biriiic,  Ilaices  v.  Watson,  in  which  a  bailee,  who  by 
attoruiug  to  a  purchaser  of  goods  in  ell'ect  represented  to  liim  that 
the  property  has  passed  to  liim  (though  such  was  not  the  fact), 
and  thereby  induced  him  to  alter  his  position  and  pay  the  price 
to  his  vendor,  has  been  held  estopped  from  denying  the  property 
of  the  person  to  whom  he  has  thus  attorned  by  setting  up  a  title 
in  a  third  person  inconsistent  with  the  representation  on  which 
he  had  induced  the  plaintifi"  to  act.  We  in  no  way  question  that 
those  cases  were  rightly  decided. "  It  was  next  argued  that,  if 
this  were  not  so,  the  case  of  Attenhoroiigh  v.  London  and  St. 
Katharine's  Dock  Co.,  had  overruled  them.  This  case,  when 
looked  at,  will  be  seen  to  fall  short  of  any  attornment  by  the 
bailee  to  the  bailor.  All  that  had  taken  place  was  that  the  dock 
company  had  issued  warrants  making  the  wine  deliverable  to 
Dolaro  or  his  assigns;  there  was  no  statement  tliat  they  would 
hold  the  wine  to  his  order  and  disposal  or  its  e(|uivalent.  This 
case  leaves  untouched  the  cases  above  referred  to,  and  conse- 
(^uently  the  authorities  are  clear  tliat  in  the  circumstances  of  this 
case  the  defendant  is  estopped  from  denying  the  plaintiffs'  right 
to  the  possession  of  the  150  bags  of  sugar  at  the  date  of  the  defen- 
dant's refusal  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  from  attempting  to 
set  up  the  title  of  Grey  &  Co.  Both  the  pleas,  therefore,  of  not 
guilty  and  not  possessed  are  disproved.  Tliis  lieing  so,  and  the 
action  being  undefended,    in   my   judgment  it  follows  that   the 

plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  market  value  of  the  150  bags 
[*  535]    of  *  sugar  at  the  date  of  refusal  to  deliver,  which  is  £300 

less  the  £100  of  sugar  actually  delivered,  i.  c,  £200.  I 
do  not  propose  to  discuss  the  point  so  much  aigued  at  the  bar,  as 
to  whether  Messrs.  Grey  &  Co.,  after  their  order  of  June  6,  1894, 
could  or  could  not  set  up  title  to  the  150  bags  of  sugar,  for,  in 
my  judgment,  as  the  estoppel  point  is  clear,  it  is  immaterial 
whether  they  could  do  so  or  not.  My  brother  Cave  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  £67,  and  no  more. 
He  appears  to  have  thought  that  tlie  ])laintiffs  were  only  entitled 
to  damages  which  resulted  from  the  representation  made  ])y  the 
defendant  to  tliem,  and  he  proceeded  tlius :  "  The  ])laintifis  had 
in  their  pockets  £167  when  tlie  rc-|treseiitntion  was  made,  and 
upon  tlic  I'iiith  nf  that  r('])i('s('iit:it  iini  t  licy  j'artcd  witli  tliis  money; 
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tliey  have  received  £100  worth  of  sugar  against  tlieir  £1G7. 
Therefore,  their  damages  are  £67,  tlie  debt  of  Fletcher  to  tliem 
never  being  worth  anything. "  I  cannot  agree  in  this.  I  would 
point  out  that  tliis  is  not  and  never  could  have  been  an  action 
for  damages  founded  upon  misrepresentation,  for  the  defendant's 
certainly  was  not  fraudulent.  Tlie  action  is,  as  I  began  with, 
founded  on  trover  and  nothing  else.  The  plaintiffs  succeed  in 
that  action,  it  is  true,  upon  an  estoppel  by  misrepresentation ;  but 
the  action  in  which  they  succeed  is  none  the  less  an  action  of 
trover,  and,  consequently,  the  measure  of  damages  is,  as  I  have 
above  stated,  the  market  value  of  the  goods  at  the  time  of  the 
refusal  to  deliver,  which  works  out  at  about  £200,  after  giving 
credit  for  the  sugar  received,  -/.  c,  £100.  For  the  above  reasons 
the  defendant's  appeal  fails,  and  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
The  plaintiffs'  cross-appeal  as  to  damages  succeeds,  and  must  be 
allowed  with  costs,  and  judgment  must  be  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiffs for  £215  12-s.  6<7. ,  which  is  the  proper  amount  when  the 
figures  are  worked  out. 

Defcndo/iit' s  appeal  disraisscd;  plaintiffs'  cross-appeal 
allowed. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  general  rule  is  tliat  a  bailee  of  goods  who  lias  acknowledged  that 
they  belong  to  a  particular  person  cannot  afterwards  question  the  title 
of  that  person.  Haices  v.  WaUon  (1824)  2  B.  &  C.  540,  26  R.  E. 
448;  Gosling  v.  Biniie  (1831),  7  Bing.  .337.  Where  a  wharfinger 
agreed  to  hold  goods  under  a  delivery  order  for  certain  persons,  and 
transferred  the  goods  into  their  names  in  his  books,  it  was  held  that  he 
could  not  resist  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  those  g«)ods  on  the 
ground  tliat  they  had  not  been  separated  from  the  bulk,  and  that  no 
property  passed  to  the  person  who  lodged  the  order.  Woodlnj  v.  Cov- 
entry  (1803),  32  L.  J.  Ex.  185,  8  L.  T.  249,  11  W.  R.  599,  9  Jur. 
(N.  S.)  548.  A.,  having  goods  in  lii.s  ])ossession,  sohl  a  quantity 
of  them  to  B.,  who  then  sold  part  of  that  quantity  to  C.  C.  paid 
the  price,  and  forwarded  the  delivery  order  of  B.  to  A.,  who  assented 
to  it,  and  B.  subsequently  became  bankrupt.  It  was  held  that  A.,  by  so 
assenting,  had  estopped  himself  from  denying  C.'s  right  to  such  part  of 
the  goods.  Knights  v.  Whiffeii  (1870),  L.  R.,  5  Q.  B.  660,  40  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  51,  23  L.  T.  610.  19  W.  R.  244.  Again,  W.  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff  an  order  on  the  defendant,  a  wharfinger,  to  deliver  goods  to 
the  plaintiff,  which  had  not  yet  come  into  the  defendant's  possession. 
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The  defendant,  on  sight  of  tlie  order,  promised  to  deliver  them  on 
arrival.  It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  might  maintain  trover  against 
him  on  his  refusal  to  deliver  them  after  arrival.  HoUv.  Griffin  (1833), 
10  Bing.  246. 

A  delivei-y  order  by  vendors,  who  also  carried  on  the  business  of 
wharfingers,  directed  to  the  superintendent  of  their  business  in  the 
latter  capacity,  has  been  held  to  be  a  mere  promise  to  do  something 
in  future,  and  not  a  representation  upon  which  to  found  an  estoppel. 
Gillman  v.  Carbutt  (1889),  61  L.  T.  281,  37  W.  K.  437. 

As  analogous  to  the  cases  of  estoppel  between  bailor  and  bailee 
may  be  here  mentioned  Kierran  v.  Sanders  (1837),  6  Ad.  &,  El. 
515,  where  the  vendor  of  goods  directed  his  warehouseman  to  transfer 
them  to  the  purchaser,  and  they  were  transferred  in  his  books  accord- 
ingly. The  vendor,  having  subsequently  directed  tlie  warehouseman 
to  withhold  deliver^',  was  held  not  entitled  in  an  action  of  trover  by 
the  purchaser,  to  set  up  the  title  of  a  third  party  who  has  claimed  the 
property . 

The  rule  does  not  apply  in  the  case  where  the  bailor's  title  is  tainted 
with  fraud.  Thus,  in  one  case,  the  defendant  was  employed  hj  the 
plaintiff  to  sell  as  auctioneer  certain  goods  in  the  plaintiff's  possession. 
The  goods,  in  fact,  belonged  to  the  assignees  of  an  insolvent,  and  had 
been  fraudulently  removed  by  the  plaintiff  and  the  insolvent,  and  of 
this  the  assignees  gave  the  defendant  notice.  The  defendant  sold  the 
goods,  but  refused  to  pay  the  proceeds  to  the  plaintiff,  relying  on 
the  title  of  the  assignees.  In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
the  amount,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  judgment. 
Ilardman  v.  Wlllcoek  (1832),  9  Bing.  382.  And  where  A.  fraudu- 
lently deposited  certain  plate  with  B.,  in  order  to  defeat  an  execution, 
it  was  held  in  trover  by  A.  against  B.,  that  B.  was  entitled  to  judg- 
ment.     ClicesvKin  V.  Exall  (1851),  6  Ex.  341. 

Further,  the  estoppel  ceases  where  the  bailment  on  which  it  is 
founded  is  put  an  end  to  by  an  eviction  by  title  i)aramount:  Slielburij  \. 
Scotsford  (1602),  Yelverton  22  ;  Wihon  v.  Aiiderton  (1830).  1  V,.  & 
Ad.  450;  or  b}'  what  is  equivalent  to  eviction  l\v  title  paramount,  as 
where  the  goods  are  claimed  by  the  rightful  owner  under  a  threat  of 
eviction,  and  the  bailee  defends  upon  the  right  and  title,  and  Ity  the 
a,uthority  of  the  true  owner:  B'lddle  v.  Bond  (1865),  3  R.  C.  573; 
ItoijerH  V.  Lamhcrf  {{}.  W.  1).  1890),  24  Q.  B.D.  573,  59  L.  J.  Q.  B.  259, 
(C.  A.  1891)  1891,  1  Q.  B.  318,  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  187.  And  see  .">  B. 
C.  586. 

In  conjiection  with  the  second  j)aragraph  of  the  rule,  reference  may 
be  made  to  Farmiloe  v.  Bnin  (1876),  1  C.  V.  D.  445.  45  L.  J.  C.  V. 
264,  34  L.  T.  .".24.     In  tliat  case  the  defendants  sold  to  !>..  :■   I).:    :1  r  i 
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tons  of  zinc,  giving  them  at  the  tinie  of  tlio  contract,  four  .scvfral 
documents  in  these  words:  '"'We  hereli}-  undertake  to  deliver  to  your 
(inh'r,  indorsed  hereon,  25  tons  mcrclumtahle  sheet  zinc  off  your  con- 
iract  of  this  date."  Upon  the  faith  of  these  documents,  the  plaintiffs 
oought  of  B.  and  paid  for  50  tons  of  the  zinc.  B.  having  failed,  and 
the  contract  price  of  the  zinc  being  unpaid,  the  defendant  refused  to 
deliver  the  zinc  to  the  plaintiff.  It  was  held  that  the  giving  of  these 
documents  did  not  estop  the  defendants  from  setting  up  as  against  the 
vendees  of  B.  their  right  as  unjjaid  vendors  to  refuse  delivery. 

A  common  carrier  (on  account  of  the  compulsory  nature  of  his  em- 
ployment) is  not  estopped  from  disputing  the  title  of  the  person  horn 
whom  he  has  received  goods  to  carrj-;  and  it  is  an  answer  to  trover 
against  him  by  such  person  that  the  goods  have  been  delivered  to  the 
real  owner  on  his  claiming  thcni.  Sheridan  v.  JS^eia  Qua  if  Co.  (1858), 
4  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  618,  28  L.  J.  C.  V.  o^,  5  Jur.  (X.  S.)  248. 

Where  an  auctioneer  took  possession  of  goods  on  behalf  of  a  bill  of 
sale  holder,  and  when  the  sale  was  stopped  by  injunction,  remained  in 
possession  of  them  on  behalf  of  the  receiver  under  a  bankruptcy  peti- 
tion, and  eventually  sold  them  for  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  it  was 
held  that  he  was  estopped  from  denying  the  title  of  the  trustee,  and 
that  the  price  of  the  goods  must  be  paid  to  the  trustee.  Ex  partu 
Dnvies,  In  re  Sadler  (C.  A.  1881),  19  Ch.  D.  86,  45  L.  T.  632,  30 
W.  R.  237. 

As  to  the  extent  to  which  a  bill  of  lading  is  an  estoppel  as  to  the 
deliver}^  on  boartl  of  the  goods  mentioned  therein;  see,  as  to  their  quan- 
tity, McLean  v.  Fleming  (1871),  No.  1  of  "  Bill  of  Lading,"  4  R.  C. 
665;  BlanchUv.  PowdPs  Llanfivit  ColUery  Co.  (1874),  L.  E.,  9  Ex.  74, 
43  L.  J.  Ex.  50,  30  L.  T.  28,  22  W.  E.  490:  and  as  to  their  quality, 
Leheaii  v.  General  Steam  Navigation  Co.  (1872),  L.  E.  8  C.  P.  ^%,  42 
L.  J.  C.  P.  1,  27  L.  T.  447,  21  W.  E.  146;  The  Froscrpino  Falasso 
(1873),  29  L.  T.  622;   The  Ida  (1875),  32  L.  T.  541. 

A  receipt  is  not  an  estoppel;  it  is  only  ^; /•////«  facie  evidence  that 
the  money  has  been  paid,  and  is  open  to  explanation.  Skaife  v.  Jack- 
son (1824),  3  B.  &  C.  421,  5  Dowl.  &  Ey.  290,  3  L.  J.  K.  B.  43j 
Bowes  V.  Foster  (1858),  2  H.  &  N.  779,  27  L.  J.  Ex.  262. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

The  doctrine  of  the  estoppel  of  a  warehouseman  toward  a  tliird  party  bv 
his  receipt  is  recognized  fully  in  this  country,  and  is  too  familiar  to  justify 
more  than  a  few  citations.     Mr.  Bigelow  cites  the  Stonard  Case. 

In  McNeil  v.  //('//,  Woolwortli  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  Mr.  Justice  Miller  said: 
"  Instruments  of  this  kind  are  sul  generis.  From  long  use  in  trade  they  have 
come  to  have,  among  commercial  men,  a  well  understood  meaning.     And  the 
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indorsement  or  assignment  of  them  as  absolntely  transfers  tlie  general  proj)- 
erty  of  the  goods  and  chattels  therein  named  as  would  a  bill  of  sale. 

"  When  a  warehouseman  issues  such  a  receipt,  he  puts  it  into  tlie  power  of 
the  holder  to  treat  with  the  public  on  the  faith  of  it.  He  enables  him  to  say, 
and  to  induce  others  to  believe,  that  he  has  certain  property  which  he  can  sell 
or  pledge  for  a  loan  of  money.  If  the  warehouseman  gives  to  the  party  who 
holds  such  a  receipt  a  false  credit,  he  will  not  be  suffered  to  contradict  the 
statement  which  he  has  made  in  tlie  receipt,  so  as  to  injure  a  party  who  has 
been  misled  by  it.  This  is  within  the  most  exact  definition  of  estoppel.  If 
A.  gives  to  B.  his  note  for  ^100,  although  he  has  received  no  value  therefor, 
and  may  defend  against  the  note  in  a  suit  brought  by  B.,  yet  if  B.  sells  the 
note  to  a  third  party,  who  does  not  know  of  the  facts,  A.  then  luust  pay  tlu; 
note.  Just  so  in  the  case  of  a  warehouse  receipt.  If  A.  issues  such  a  paper 
to  B.,  for  articles  which  he  has  never  received,  a  third  party  treating  with  B., 
on  the  faith  of  the  statement  and  promise  contained  in  the  receipt,  will  hold 
A.  for  the  goods  or  their  value.  It  is  of  no  consequence  what  the  transaction 
may  be  between  the  original  parties,  —  whether  the  receipt,  as  is  claimed 
liere,  was  intended  as  a  securit}^  for  a  loan,  or  was  entirely  false."  Citing 
Conardv.  Atlantic  Ins.  Co.,  1  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  -'JSG  ;  Gar/liner  v.  Suydam^ 
7  New  York,  1)57  ;  Gibson  v.  Chillicothe  Bank,  11  Ohio  State,  oil. 

"A  warehouse  receipt  is  not,  in  a  technical  sense,  like  a  bill  of  exchange 
or  a  negotiable  instrument  ;  it  merely  stands  in  the  place  of  the  property  it 
represents,  and  delivery  of  the  receipt  has  the  same  effect  in  transferring 
the  title  to  the  property  as  the  delivery  of  the  property:  Second  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Walbridge,  19  Ohio  State,  419  ;  2  Am.  Rep.  408.  When  by  a  warehouse 
receipt  it  is  agreed  to  deliver  the  property  to  any  one  to  whom  the  receipt 
may  be  indorsed  (as  to  one  or  his  order),  symbolical  delivei'v  of  the  property 
may  be  effected  by  a  transfer  of  the  receipt,  and  the  Marehouseman  in  such 
case  becomes  the  bailee  to  such  transferee:  Gill  v.  Frank  ;  12  Oregon,  .")()7  ; 
53  Am.  Hep.  378  ;  Hale  v.  Milwaukee  Dock  Co..  29  Wisconsin,  482  ;  9  Am. 
Hep.  603  ;  Allen  v.  Mauri/,  GO  Alabama,  10  ;  Gibson  v.  Steuen.i,  8  Howard  (U.  S. 
Sup.  Ct.),  .384 : "  Zellner  v.  Mohlerj,  84  Georgia.  746  ;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  390. 

"The  transaction  therefore  being  in  the  usual  course  of  trade,  and  free 
from  all  suspicion  of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  tln^  ]>laintift',  the  question  lobe 
decided  is,  what  was  the  legal  effect  of  tlie  iiulorsement  and  delivery  of  the 
warehouse  documents,  in  consideration  of  the  advance  of  money  he  tlicn 
made  to  Mci^ueen  and  McKay?  In  the  ojnnion  of  the  court  it  transferred  to 
him  the  legal  title  and  constructive  possession  of  the  properly  ;  iiud  the  ware- 
liouseman.  from  the  time  of  this  transaction,  becanii-  his  bailee,  and  held  the 
pork  and  flour  lor  him.  The  delivery  of  tiie  evidences  of  titlo  and  Hie  orders 
indorsed  upon  them  was  (Miuivaleut,  in  the  then  situation  of  tlie  i)ro])erty,  to 
the  delivery  of  the  property  itself."  "  The  indorsement  of  the  delivery  order 
upon  the  evidences  of  his  title,  like  the  indorsement  upon  a  bill  of  lading, 
.sufficiently  numifests  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  title  and  possession 
.should  pass  to  Oibson  :   Gibson  v.  Steven.i,  supra.'' ^ 

See  also  Gristvold  v.  Haven,  25  New  York,  595  ;  82  Am.  Dec.  380  ,  B(dirork 
V.  People's  Sar.  Bunk,  118  Indiana,  212;  Planters'  Rice  Mill  Co.  v.  Olmstead, 
78  (leorgia,  586. 
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The  warehou.seinaii  becomes  the  bailee  of  the  transferee  :  Yeuiti  v.  Mc- 
Namee,  45  New  York.  014  ;  iJavis  v.  BnuUey,  28  \'erinoiit,  118  ;  24  Vt.  ijo  ;  tj5 
Am.  Dec.  2Ji):  Jhoadwell  v.  Howard,  77  Illinois,  -iO');  Dun-  v.  Hercey,  44 
Arkansas,  :)0l  ;  ol  Am.  Rep.  .j!J4. 

But  to  have  this  effect  the  recei[)t  must  be  '•  to  order  "  :  Ilallfjurlen  v.  Old- 
knm,  l''»5  Mas.sachu.setts,  1  ;  46  .\m.  Rep.  4:5;).  This  decision,  liowever,  is  pro- 
nounced "  certainly  oppo.sed  to  the  weiglit  of  American  authority,"  in  Dnrr 
v.  Heri-ey,  supra;  aiui  in  Darts  v.  Jinss/ll,  .51  California,  Oil  ;  28  Am.  Rep. 
647,  a  warehouse  receipt  was  lield  to  be  regularly  transferred  by  indorsement 
in  blank,  and  to  be  a.ssignable  like  a  bill  of  lading;  and  so  in  (Jlhson  v. 
Sterens,  siipr-a. 

The  warehouseman's  recej[it  does  not  guarantee  tlie  depositor's  title  : 
Mechanics,  ^'c.  T?is.  Co.  v.  Kiger,  lOo  United  States,  '^^7yl;  Hale  v.  M'dwauhue 
Dock  Co.,  2!)  "Wisconsin,  4S2  ;  9  Am.  Rep.  003;  Burton  v.  Cunjea,  40  Illinois, 
320 ;  89  Am.  Dec.  ooO ;  Commercial  Bank  of  Selma  v.  Hw-t,  09  .Alabama,  130  ; 
19  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  701 ;  Douglas  v.  People's  Bank,  86  Kentucky, 
170.  The  contrary  rule,  said  Waitk,  C.  J  ,  in  Insurance  Co.  v.  Kiger,  supra, 
"  would  make  it  necessary  for  a  wareliouseman,  before  giving  a  receipt,  not 
only  to  ascertain  whether  he  had  the  property  actually  in  store,  but  whether 
the  title  of  the  bailor  was  valid  and  unencumbered."  "  As  representatives 
of  property,  bills  of  lading  arul  warehouse  receipts  are  instruments  of  similar 
character.  They  ai'e  dealt  with  as  substitutes  for  tlie  property  itself.  The 
assignment  of  a  bill  of  lading  for  value,  while  the  goods  are  in  transit,  is 
limited  to  the  effect  of  symbolizing  their  sale  and  delivery,  and  the  assignee 
is  thereby  invested  with  all  the  rights  of  a  purchaser  with  actual  delivery  of 
possession,  but  no  nu)re  "  :  Commercial  Bank  of  Selma  v.  Hurt,  supra.  So  the 
warehouseman  may  show  that  the  goods  have  been  taken  away  from  him  by 
authority  of  law,  as  the  property  of  a  third  person:  Burton  v.  Wilkinson,  18 
Vermont,  186;  46  Am.  Dec.  14."). 

Some  cases  hold  that  a  second  receipt  issued  by  mistake  creates  no  estoppel : 
Second  Xat.  Bank  v.  Walbridge,  1!)  Ohio  State,  419;  2  Am.  Rep.  408;  Wil- 
liams  V.  Wilmington,  S)'c.  R.  Co.,  93  Xoi'th  Carolina,  42 ;  Solomon  v.  Bushnell,  11 
Oregon,  277;  50  A)n.  Rep.  475;  l>ut  this  is  disapproved  by  Mr.  Bigelow, 
citing  Coventry  v.  Great  Eastern  R.  Co.,  11  Q.  B.  Div.  776. 

The  description  in  the  receipt  does  not  constitute  a  warranty  as  to  con- 
cealed goods;  as  where  "eggs"  were  sawdust:  Dean  v.  Driggs,  137  Xew 
York,  274  ;  19  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  302 ;  or  "  mess  pork  "  proved  salt : 
Hale  v.  Mllwaidcee  Dock  Co.,  supra;  Shaw  v.  Railroad  Co.,  101  United 
States,  557.  The  obligation  of  tlie  warehouseman  is  fuUilled  by  delivery  of 
the  goods  that  lie  received,  although  the  quality  may  be  inferior  to  that  set 
out  ill  his  receipt :  Robson  v.  Swart,  14  Minnesota,  371 ;  100  Am.  Dec.  238. 
But  if  the  receipt  states  in  effect  that  the  revenue  tax  on  import  duties  have 
been  paid,  this  estops  the  warehouseman  :  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Chicago  v.  Dean, 
137  Xew  Y'ork,  110. 
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OXLEY   V.   WATTS. 

(K.  B.  1785.) 

KULE. 

Trespass  lies  for  working  an  estray,  although  the  ori- 
ginal taking  be  admitted  to  be  lawful. 

Oxley  V.  Watts. 

1  Term  Roimits  12  (1  K.  IJ.  1.33). 

Estray  —  Worlbuj.  —  Trespasser  ah  initio. 

[121       This  wa.s  an  action   (tf   trespass  for  taking  a  horse,  tried 
before    Lord    Mansfield,  at   the    last   Summer   Assizes,   at 
Maidstone. 

The  <lefendant  as  bailitC  of  Lord  Dartmouth,  lord  of  the  manor 
of  A.,  justified  taking  the  said  horse  as  an  estivay. 

Replication,  that  after  the  taking  mentioned  in  the  declaration, 
the  defendant  worked  the  said  horse,  and  so  became  a  trespasser 
ah  initio. 

Erskine  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  venUct  which  had  been 
obtained  by  tlie  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  this  should  have 
heen  an  action  on  the  case  for  the  consequential  damage,  and  not 
an  action  of  trespass,  because  the  original  taking  was  admitted  to 
he  lawful. 

'  .P)Ut  I'EK  CuKiAM  :  The  subsequent  usage  is  an  aggravation  of  the 
trespass  in  taking  the  horse;  for  the  using  made  him  a  trespasser, 
ah  initio.  -kittle  refused. 

ENCJLISH   NOTES. 

Tlie  principle  i.s  thus  stated  in  Blackstoue's  (;(»nnnf'iitaries,  book  I. 
cb.  8,  .s.  lo,  p.  20<S:  "  He  that  takes  an  estray  is  bound,  so  long  as  be 
keeps  it,  to  find  it  in  provisions  mid  jo-cservc!  it  from  damage  (1  Roll. 
.\l»r.  8(S0),  and  Jiiav  not  use  it  hy  way  of  labour,  but  is  liable  to  an 
action   f<ir  so  doing  (Cm.  .lac.   M7).      ^(•t    lu'   niay  milk   a  cow  or  the 
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like;  for  tliat  tends  to  the  presevvatioi),  and  is  fur  the  benefit  of  the 
animal  (Cro.  Jac.  148,  Xoy.  119)."  The  same  rule  ol>tains  iu  the  case 
of  animals  distrained  damage  feasant:  Smith  v.  Wr'ujht  (18G1),  G 
11.  &  K  821. 

AMERICAN'   NOTES. 

Estrays  may  not  be  used  by  the  finder  unless  it  is  necessary  fur  their  j)ies- 
ervation,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner :  Weber  v.  Ilartman,  7  Colorado, 
13 ;  49  Am.  Kep.  :>89,  citing  the  principal  ca.se,  Nelson  v.  Meniam,  4  Picker- 
ing (Mass.),  249,  and  Adams  v.  Adams,  lo  ibid.  084;  and  al^o  Barrett  w  Li(jht- 
foot,  1  Monroe  (Kentucky),  241,  in  which  it  was  held  tliat  tiie  taker-u])  was 
not  justified  in  riding  a  stray  horse  to  go  for  a  physician  in  an  urgent  case 
for  his  convenience.  The  Court  said  in  the  Colorado  case:  "  Tlie  argument 
that  the  continuous  working  of  estray  horses  in  livery,  as  in  this  case,  nuiy  be 
justified  on  the  ground  of  necessity,  assigning  as  sucli  necessity  that  the  ani- 
mals require  exercise  to  preserve  them  from  injury,  or  a  necessity  to  cut  down 
the  expenses  of  keeping  them  ;  or  to  place  it  upon  the  ground  of  a  benefit  to 
the  owner,  a.s  afPording  better  opportunities  foi-  recognition,  is  not  oidy 
illusory  and  absiu'd,  but  is  in  contravention  of  legal  principles.  The  law 
from  the  earliest  times  has  regarded  the  using  of  estrays,  or  distrained  ani- 
mals, as  a  tort,  save  only  when  the  use  was  necessary  to  their  preservation,  as 
in  the  case  of  milk  cows."  To  the  same  effect,  Murgoo  v.  Cogswell.  1  E.  D 
Smith  (N.  Y.  Com.  PI.),  359. 
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Section  I.  —  Rules  for  the  treatment  of  witnesses. 

No.  1.  — OMICHUND   v.   BAEKER. 
(1744.) 

RULE. 

A  WITNESS  may  be  sworn  in  the  form  which  he  expressly 
or  impliedly  declares  to  be  binding  on  his  conscience. 

Omichund  v.  Barker. 

Willes,  .538-5.54  (s.  c.  1  Atk   -21). 

Witness.  —  Form  of  oath. 

[538]       The  depositions  of  witnesses  prolessiutj  the  Gentoo  religion,  who  were 
swoi'n  according  to  the  ceremonies  of  their  religion  taken  under  a  commis- 
sion out  of  chancery,  admitted  to  be  read  as  evilence. 

Several  persons  resident  in  the  East  Indies,  and  professing  tlie 
Gentoo  religion,  having  been  examined  on  oath  adminis- 
[*  539]    tered  *  according  to  the  ceremonies  of  their  religion,  under 
a  commission  sent  there  from  the  Court  of  Cliancery,  it 
[*  540]   became  *  a  question  whether  tliose  depositions  could  he 
read   in  evidence  here ;  and  the  Lord  Ciiancellok,   con- 
ceiving it  to  he  a  question  of  considerable  importance,  desired  the 
assistance  of  Lee,  Lord  Chief  Justice  B.  R. ,  Willes,  Lord  Cliief 
Justice  C.    B. ,   and  the  Lord  Chief   Baron   Parker,    who,   after 
hearing  the  case  argued,  were  unanimously  of  opinion  that   the 
depositions  ought  to  be  read. 
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The  case  i.s  shortly  reported  in  1  Wils.  cS4,  aiiel  more  fully  in 
1  Atk.  21.      The  followiiij^'  ojunion  was  delivered  by 

Willes,  Lord  Cliief  Justice,  C.  ]•>.  '''  I  could  satisfy  myself  by 
merely  saying  that,  as  to  the  ])resent  (juestiim,  1  am  of  the  same 
opinion  as  the  Lord  Chief  Uarox  :  but  as  this  is  in  a  great  measure 
a  new  case,  as  it  is  a  question  of  great  importance,  and  as  so 
much  has  been  said  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  I  believe  it  will 
be  expected  that  I  sliould  give  my  reasons  for  the  opinion  which 
I  am  going  to  give,  though  in  the  course  of  my  argument  I  must 
necessarily  touch  upon  many  things  that  have  been  already  better 
exjjressed  by  the  Lord  Chief  Barox. 

*  Though  it  be  necessary  only  to  give  my  opinion  [*541j 
whether  the  depositions  taken  in  the  present  case  can  be 
read  or  not,  yet  it  may  be  proper,  in  order  to  come  at  this  particu- 
lar question,  in  the  first  place  to  consider  the  general  question, 
whether  an  infidel,  I  mean  one  who  is  not  a  Christian,  fur  in  that 
case  Lord  Coke  certainly  meant  it,  can  be  admitted  as  a  witness 
in  any  case  whatsoever.  If  I  tliought  with  my  Lord  Coke  that  he 
could  not,  I  must  necessarily  be  of  opinion  that  the  depositions 
in  the  present  case  could  not  be  read  as  evidence.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  I  thought  that  infidels  in  all  cases  and  under  all  circum- 
stances ought  to  be  admitted  as  witnesses,  the  consequence  would 
be  as  strong  the  other  way,  that  these  depositions  ought  to  be 
read.  But  if  I  should  be  of  opinion  (and  I  shall  certainly  go  n(» 
further)  that  some  infidels  in  some  cases  and  under  some  circum- 
stances may  be  admitted  as  w^itnesses,  it  will  then  remain  to  be 
considered,  whether  these  infidels,  who  are  examined  in  the  cause 
under  the  circumstances  in  which  they  appear  in  this  Court,  are 
legal  witnesses  or  not. 

As  to  the  general  question.  Lord  Coke  has  resolved  it  in  the 
negative,  Co.  Lit.  6  b.  That  an  infidel  cannot  be  a  witness ;  and 
it  is  plain  by  this  word  "  infidel  "  he  meant  Jews  as  well  as 
heathens;  that  is,  all  who  did  not  believe  the  Christian  religion. 
In  2  Inst.  507,  and  many  other  places,  he  calls  the  Jews  "  Infidel 
Jews"  ;  and  in  the  4  Inst.  155,  and  in  several  other  passages  of  his 
books,  he  makes  use  of  this  expression,  "  Infidel  Pagans,"  which 
plainly  shows  that  he  comprised  both  Jews  and  heathens  under 
the  word  "  Infidels ;  "  and  therefore  Serjt.  Hawkins  (though  a  very 
learned,  painstaking  man)  is  plainly  mistaken  in  his  History  of 
the  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  2  vol.  p.  434,  where  he  understands  Lord 
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Coke  as  not  excluding  the  Jews  from  being  witnesses,  but  only 
heathens.  But  Lord  Chief  Justice  Hale  understood  this  in 
another  sense  in  that  remarkable  passage  of  his,  which  I  shall 
mention  more  particularly  by  and  bye.  I  shall  therefore  take  it 
for  granted  that  Lord  Coke  made  use  of  the  word  '"'  Intidels  "  here 
in  the  general  sense ;  and  that  will,  I  think,  greatly  lessen  the 
authority  of  what  he  says ;  because  long  before  his  time,  and  of 
late,  almost  ever  since  the  Jews  have  returned  into  England,  they 

have  been  admitted  to  be  sworn  as  witnesses.  But  I  think 
[*  542]    the  counsel   for  the  defendant  seemed  to  *  mistake   the 

reason  upon  which  Lord  Coke  went.  For  he  certainly 
did  not  go  upon  this  reason,  that  an  infidel  could  not  take  a  Chris- 
tian oath,  and  that  the  form  of  the  oath  cannot  be  altered  but  by 
Act  of  Parliament :  but  upon  this  reason,  though  I  think  a  much 
worse,  that  an  infidel  was  not  fide  dignus  nor  worthy  of  credit ; 
for  he  puts  them  in  company  and  upon  the  level  with  stigmatized 
and  infamous  persons.  And  that  this  was  his  meaning  appears 
more  plainly  by  what  he  says  in  Calvin's  Case,  7  Co.  Eep.  17  b. , 
that  all  infidels  are  in  law  perpetual  enemies ;  for  between  them 
as  with  the  devils,  whose  subjects  they  are,  and  the  Christians 
there  is  perpetual  hostility,  and  can  be  no  peace.  For  as  the 
apostle  saith,  2  Cor.  vi. ,  v.  15  :  qua:'  conventio  Christi  cum  Balial  ? 
Qme  pars  fideli  cum  infideli  ?  Infideles  sunt  Christi  et  christiano- 
rum  inimici.  And  herewith  agreeth  the  book  in  12  H.  VIII.  fol.  4, 
where  it  is  holden  that  a  pagan  cannot  maintain  any  action  at  all. 
But  this  notion,  though  advanced  by  so  great  a  man,  is,  I  think, 
contrary  not  only  to  the  Scripture,  but  to  common  sense  and  com- 
mon humanity.  And  I  think  that  even  the  devils  themselves, 
whose  subjects  he  says  the  heathens  are,  cannot  have  worse  prin- 
ciples ;  and  besides  the  irreligion  of  it,  it  is  a  most  impolitic 
notion,  and  would  at  once  destroy  all  that  trade  and  commerce 
from  which  this  nation  reaps  such  great  benefits.  We  ought  to 
be  thankful  to  providence  for  giving  us  the  light  of  Cluistianity, 
wliich  he  has  denied  to  such  great  numbers  of  his  creatures  of  tlio 
same  species  as  ourselves.  We  are  commanded  by  our  Saviour  to 
do  good  unto  all  men,  and  not  only  unto  those  who  are  of  tlu; 
household  of  faith.  And  Saint  Peter  saith,  Acts,  x. ,  v.  .'54,  ."5, 
That  "  God  is  no  res])ector  of.  i»ersons,  but  in  every  nation  he  tlial 
feareth  him  and  worketh  righteousness  is  accepted  with  him. "  It 
is  a  little  mean  narrow  notion  to  suppose  that  no  one  but  a  Cliris- 
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tian  can  be  an  honest  man.  God  has  implanted  by  nature  on  tlie 
minds  of  all  men  true  notions  of  virtue  and  vice,  of  justice  and. 
injustice,  though  heathens  perhaps  more  frequently  act  contrary 
to  those  notions  than  Cliristians,  because  they  have  not  such  strong 
motives  to  enforce  them.  Ihit  (as  Saint  Peter  say.s)  there  are  in 
every  nation  men  that  fear  God  and  work  righteousness ;  such 
men  are  certainly  fide  dif/iii,  and  very  proper  to  be  admitted  as 
witnesses.  I  will  not  repeat  what  was  said  by  Sir  George 
Treby  in  the  case  of  *  monopolies  in  the  State  Trials,  vol.  [*  54o] 
7,  p.  502,  of  this  notion  of  Lord  Coke's,  and  which  was 
cited  by  one  of  the  counsel,  but  I  think  that  it  very  well  deserves 
every  epithet  that  he  has  bestowed  on  it.  I  have  dwelt  the  longer 
upon  this  saying  of  liis,  because  I  think  it  is  the  only  autliority 
that  can  be  met  with  to  support  this  general  assertion,  that  an 
infidel  cannot  be  a  witness.  For  though  it  may  be  founded  upon 
some  general  sayings  in  Bracton,  Fleta,  and  Briton,  and  other  old 
books,  those  I  think  of  very  little  weight,  and  therefore  shall  not 
repeat  them ;,  first,  because  they  are  only  general  dicta ;  antl  in  the 
next  place,  because  these  great  authors  lived  in  very  bigoted 
Popish  times,  when  we  carried  on  very  little  trade  except  the 
trade  of  religion,  and  consequently  (_)ur  notions  were  very  nar- 
row, and  such  as  I  hope  will  never  prevail  again  in  this  country. 
As  to  what  is  said  by  that  great  man,  the  Lord  Chief  Justice 
FoRTESQUE,  in  his  book  De  Laudibus,  b.  26,  that  witnesses  are  to 
be  sworn  on  the  holy  evangelists ;  he  is  speaking  only  of  the  oath 
of  a  Christian,  and  plainly  had  not  the  present  question  at  all  in 
his  contemplation.  To  this  assertion  of  my  Lord  Coke's  (besides 
what  I  have  already  said)  I  will  oppo.se  the  practice  of  this  king- 
dom before  the  Jews  were  expelled  out  of  it  by  the  stat.  18,  E.  1. 
For  it  is  plain  both  from  Madox's  History  of  the  Exchequer,  p. 
167  and  174,  and  from  Seld.  vol.  2,  p.  1469,  that  the  Jews  here, 
in  the  time  of  King  John  and  Henry  IIL ,  were  both  admitted  to 
be  witnesses,  and  likewise  to  be  upon  juries  in  causes  between 
Christians  and  Jews,  and  that  they  were  sworn  upon  their  own 
books  or  their  "own  roll,  which  is  the  same  thing.  I  will  like- 
wise oppose  the  constant  practice  here  almost  ever  since  the  Jews 
have  been  permitted  to  come  back  again  into  England;  viz.,  from 
the  19  Car.  2  (when  the  cause  was  tried  which  is  reported,  2 
Keble,  314),  down  to  the  present  times,  during  which  I  believe 
not  one  instance  can  be  cited  in  which  a  Jew  was  refused  to  be  a 
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witness  and  to  be  sworn  on  the  Pentateuch.  To  this  assertion  I 
shall  likewise  oppose  the  very  great  authority  of  Lord  Hale,  2 
vol.  279.  And  though  this  has  often  been  mentioned  by  the 
counsel,  it  is  so  full  of  law,  of  good  sense,  and  the  spirit  of  Chris- 
tianity, that  I  think  it  cannot  be  repeated  too  often ;  decies  rejietita 
placchit.  "  It  is  said  by  Lord  Coke  that  an  infidel  is  not 
[*  544]  to  be  admitted  as  a  *  witness ;  the  consequence  of  which 
would  be  that  a  Jew  who  only  owns  the  Old  Testament 
could  not  be  a  witness.  But  I  take  it  tliat  although  the  regular 
oath,  as  it  is  allowed  of  by  the  Laws  of  England,  is  tactis  sacro- 
sanctis  Dei  Evangeliis,  which  supposeth  a  man  to  be  a  Christian, 
yet  in  cases  of  necessity,  as  in  foreign  contracts  between  merchant 
and  merchant,  which  are  many  times  transacted  by  Jewish 
brokers,  the  testimony  of  a  Jew  tacto  libro  legis  Mosaicaj  is  not 
to  be  rejected,  and  is  used  (as  I  have  been  informed)  amongst  all 
nations.  Yea,  the  oaths  of  idolatrous  infidels  have  been  admitted 
by  the  municipal  laws  of  many  kingdoms,  especially  si  juraverint 
per  veruni  Deum  creatorem ;  and  special  laws  are  instituted  in 
Spain,  touching  the  forms  of  the  oaths  of  infidels;  vid.  Covarru- 
viam,  tom.  1,  p.  1,  de  juramenti  forma."  And  he  mentions  a 
case  where  it  would  be  very  hard  if  such  an  oath  should  not  be 
taken  by  a  Turk  or  Jew,  which  he  holds  binding ;  '"'  for  possibly 
he  might  think  himself  under  no  obligation  if  he  were  sworn 
according  to  the  usual  form  of  the  Courts  of  England :  but  then  it 
must  be  agreed  that  the  credit  of  sucli  testimony  must  be  left  to 
the  jury. "  Upon  this  citation  of  Lord  Hale  out  of  Covarruviam 
I  shall  say,  once  for  all,  that  I  do  not  lay  any  great  stress  on  the 
citations  out  of  the  Civil  Law  Books,  not  only  because  I  think 
the  present  case  does  not  want  them,  but  likewise,  because  they 
only  .show  that  there  are  particular  laws  and  edicts  in  other  coun- 
tries which  determine  this  question  there,  and  therefore  they  are 
not  so  applicable  to  tlie  present  case,  since  it  is  not  pretended  that 
there  is  any  Act  of  l*arliament  wliich  has  settled  this  matter. 
This  use,  indeed,  and  tliis  only,  can  be  made  of  these  citations  to 
show  tliat  the  ojiinion  of  the  legislature  in  otliev  countries  has 
been  for  admitting  this  sort  of  evidence. 

The  last  answei  that  I  shall  give  to  this  assertion  of  Lord 
Coke's,  as  explained  in  Calvin's  Case,  are  his  own  words  in  his 
4th  Inst,  p.  155:  "  F(jedus  pacis  or  commercii  (saith  he),  though 
not  mutui  auxilii,   may  be  stricken  letween  a  Christian    Prince 
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nnd  an  Infidel  Pagan  ;  and  as  tlie.se  leagues  are  to  be  established 
by  oath,  a  question  will  arise  whether  the  Infidel  or  Pagan  Prince 
may  swear  in  this  case  by  false  gods,  since  he  thereby 
*  offendeth  the  true  (Jod  by  giving  worshij)  to  fal.'je  gods. "  [*  545] 
This  doubt  (saitli  he)  was  nioveil  by  I'uhlicola  to  Saint 
Augustine,  who  thus  resolveth  the  same ;  "  He  that  taketh  the 
credit  of  him  who  sweareth  by  false  gods  not  to  any  evil  but  good, 
he  doth  not  join  himself  to  that  sin  of  swearing  by  devils,  but  is 
partaker  with  those  lawful  leagues,  wherein  the  other  keepeth  his 
faith  and  oath:  but  if  a  Christian  should  anyways  induce  another 
to  swear  by  them,  he  would  grievously  sin.  But  .seeing  that  such 
leagues  are  warranted  by  the  word  of  God,  all  incidents  thereto 
are  permitted. "  This  is  (I  think)  as  inconsistent  as  possible  with 
his  notion  that  an  infidel  is  not  fide  dignus,  and  a  full  answer  to 
what  he  said  in  Calvin's  Case  on  this  head ;  and  therefore  I  shall 
leave  him  here,  having  (I  think)  quite  destroyed  the  authority  of 
his  general  rule,  that  none  but  a  Christian  ought  to  be  admitted  as 
a  witness. 

I  shall  now  proceed  to  explain  the  nature  of  an  oath,  which 
will,  I  think,  contribute  very  much  towards  the  determination 
of  the  general  as  well  as  the  present  question.  If  an  oath  were 
merely  a  Christian  institution,  as  l)aptism,  the  sacrament,  and  the 
like,  I  should  be  forced  to  admit  that  none  but  a  Christian  could 
take  an  oath.  But  oaths  were  instituted  long  before  Christianity 
was  made  use  of  to  the  same  purposes  as  now,  were  always  held 
in  the  highest  veneration,  and  are  almost  as  (dd  as  the  creation. 
Juramentum  (according  to  Lord  Coke  himself)  nihil  aliud  est 
quam  deum  in  testem  vocare ;  and  therefore  nothing  but  the  belief 
of  a  God,  and  that  he  will  reward  and  punish  us  according  to  our 
deserts,  is  necessary  to  qualify  a  man  to  take  an  oath.  We  read 
of  them,  therefore,  in  the  most  early  times.  If  we  look  into  the 
sacred  history,  we  have  an  account  in  Genesis,  c.  xxvi. ,  v.  28  and 
31  ;  and  again,  Genesis,  c.  xxxi. ,  v.  53,  that  the  contracts  betwixt 
Isaac  and  Abimelech,  and  between  Jacob  and  Laban,  were  con- 
firmed by  mutual  oaths ;  and  yet  the  contracting  parties  were  of 
very  different  religions,  and  swore  in  a  different  form.  It  would 
be  endless  to  cite  the  places  in  the  Old  Testament  where  mention 
is  made  of  taking  an  oath  upon  solemn  occasions,  and  how  great 
a  reverence  was  always  paid  to  it.  I  shall  only  take  notice 
of   three,   one  in  Numb.   xxx.  2 :    "He    that   sweareth    an    oath 
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[*546]  bindetli  *  his  soul  with  a  bond."  Another  in  Dent, 
c.  vi.,  V.  lo  :  "Thou  shalt  fear  the  Lord  thy  G(jd,  and 
swear  by  his  name. "  And  another,  Psalms  xv. ,  v.  "),  where  a 
righteous  man  is  described  in  this  manner,  "  One  who  sweareth 
unto  his  neighbour  and  disappointeth  him  not,  though  it  were  to 
his  own  hindrance. " 

From  the  passages  of  the  New  Testament,   where    mention   is 
made  of  an  oath,  it  is  plain  that  it  continued  to  ])e  used  in  the 
same  manner,  and  to  Ije  had  in  the  same,  if  not  greater,  venera- 
tion after  the  coming  of  our  Saviour.      The  nature  of  an  oath  was 
not  at  all  altered,  only  as  the  promise  of  rewards  and  punishments 
in  another  wauld  was  then  more  clearly  revealed,  the  obligation 
of  an  oath  grew  much  stronger,  and  those  who  were  really  Cliris- 
tians  were   under  a  greater   apprehension  of   breaking    it.      "  An 
oath  for  confirmation  (saith  Saint  Paul)  is  an  end  of  all  strife," 
Heb.  c.  xvi.      And  I  cannot  forbear  mentioning  one  passage  more 
out  of  the  New  Testament  to  show  what  great  reverence  was  paid 
to  an  oath  even  by  the  most  wicked  men ;  and  under  what  great 
apprehensions  they  were  of  breaking  it.     It  is  in  Matt.,  c.  xiv. ,  v. 
6  to  9,  and  it  is  related  in  the  same  manner  by  Saint  Mark,  c.  vi., 
V.  23  to  26,  that  Herod  having  sworn  to  Herodias  that  whatsoever 
she  asked  of  him  he  would  give  it  her,  though  he  was  exceeding 
sorry  wdien  she  asked  of  him  the  head  of  Saint  John  the  Baptist, 
yet  for  his  oath's  sake  and  the  sake  of  them  who  sat  witli  him  he 
would  not  reject  her.      And  I  cannot  help,  likewise,  in  this  place 
(though  a  little  out  of  course),  taking  notice  of  what  is  said  by 
Lactantius  on  this  subject,  that  some  in  his  time,  who  were  so 
very  wicked  as  not  to  be  afraid  even  of  committing  murder,  had 
yet  such  a  veneration  for  an  oath  and  such  a  dread  of  being  fore- 
sworn that  when  purged  upon  their  oaths  they  durst  not  deny  the 
fact. 

If  we  look  into  profane  authors,  we  shall  find  ])retty  much  the 
same  account  of  an  oath.  I  shall  mention  only  two  or  three  of 
the  most  ancient  and  1)est  of  them.  It  appears  in  several  places 
in  Homer,  that  not  only  liis  heroes,  but  likewise  his  gods,  whom 
lie  represents  as  gods  of  the  second  rank  subject  to  one  Su])reme 
Being,  frequently  confirmed  their  ])romise  or  threats  with  an  oath, 
and  tliat  tliey  were  then  looked  u])on  as  unalterable.  In 
[*  547]  two  places  in  Hesiod,  the  one  in  hivS  book  de  *generatione 
deorum,   and  the  other  in  another  book,   it  is  said  that 
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horrible  misfortunes  and  punishments  will  befall  those  who  swear 
falsely.  So  in  the  beginning  of  Pythagoras's  Golden  Verses, 
considering  an  oath  as  very  sacred  and  as  a  sort  of  religious  wor- 
ship. And  Hierocles,  wlio  is  very  large  in  his  comment  on  this 
passage,  says  an  oath  was  looked  up(jn  by  the  ancient  fathcr.s  as 
one  of  the  most  solemn  acts  ol  religion.  I  shall  conclude  with 
Cicero,  who  never  speaks  of  an  oath  but  with  the  greatest  rever- 
ence, and  as  the  strongest  tie  which  can  be  laid  u})on  men,  Nullum 
vinculum  (says  he)  ad  astringendam  fidein  majores  nostri  arctius 
jurejurando  crediderunt.  To  these  great  authorities  I  shall  only 
beg  leave  to  add  the  sentiments  of  two  modern  writers,  luit  writers 
of  very  great  credit;  I  mean  Grotius  de  jure  belli  et  pacis,  lib.  2, 
c.  13,  s.  1.  His  words  are,  Apud  omnes  populos  et  ab  omni  levo 
circa  poUicitationes  promissa  et  contractus  maxima  semper  vis 
fuit  jurisjurandi.  And  Tillotson's  Sermons,  vol.  1,  p.  241, 
where  he  says  that  "  It  is  the  general  practice  of  mankind,  which 
has  universally  obtained  in  all  ages  and  nations  to  confirm  things 
by  an  oath  in  order  to  the  ending  of  differences. " 

It  is  very  plain  from  wliat  I  have  said  that  the  substance  of  an 
oath  has  nothing  to  do  with  Christianity,  only  that  by  the  Chris- 
tian religion  we  are  put  still  under  great  obligations  not  to  be 
gviilty  of  perjury :  the  forms,  indeed,  of  an  oath  have  been  since 
varied,  and  have  been  always  different  in  all  countries  according 
to  the  different  laws,  religion,  and  constitution  of  those  coun- 
tries. But  still  the  substance  is  the  same,  which  is  that  God,  in 
all  of  them,  is  called  upon  as  a  witness  to  the  truth  of  what  we 
say.  (xrotius,  in  the  same  chapter,  sect.  10,  says,  forma  juris- 
jurandi verbis  differt,  re  convenit.  There  are  several  very  ditt'er- 
ent  forms  of  oaths  mentioned  in  Selden,  vol.  2,  p.  1470 ;  l)ut 
whatever  the  forms  are,  he  says  that  is  meant  only  to  call  God  to 
witness  to  the  truth  of  wliat  is  sworn  ;  "  sit  Deus  testis, "  "  sit 
Deus  vindex, "  or  "  ita  te  Deus  adjuvet, "  are  expressions  promis- 
cuously made  use  of  in  Christian  countries  ;  and  in  ours  that  oath 
hath  been  frequently  varied ;  as  "  ita  te  Deus  adjuvet  tactis  sacro- 
sanctis  Dei  Evangeliis ;  "  "  ita,  &c. ,  et  sacrosancta  Dei  Evan- 
gelia;"  "ita,  &c. ,  et  omnes  saucti. "  And  now  we  keep  only 
these  words  in  the  oath,  "  so  help  you  God,"  and  which, 
*  indeed,  are  the  only  material  words,  and  which  any  [*  548] 
heathen  who  believes  a  God  may  take  as  well  as  a  Chris- 
tian.     The  kissing  the  book  here,  and  the  touching  the  Brahmin's 
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hand  and  foot  at  Calcutta,  and  many  other  different  forms  whicli 
are  made  use  of  in  different  countries,  are  no  part  of  the  oatli  but 
are  only  ceremonies  invented  to  add  the  greater  solenniitv  to  the 
taking  of  it,  and  to  express  the  assent  of  the  party  to  the  oath 
when  he  does  not  repeat  the  oath  itself;  but  the  swearino-  in  all 
of  them,  be  the  external  form  what  it  will,  is  calling-  God 
Almighty  to  be  a  witness,  as  is  clear  from  these  words  of  our 
Saviour,  in  Matthew,  chap,  xxiii. ,  v.  21  and  22.  "  Whoso  swear- 
eth  by  the  Temple  sweareth  by  it  and  l)y  him  that  dwelleth  therein  ; 
and  he  that  sweareth  by  Heaven  sweareth  by  the  Throne  of  CJod 
and  by  him  that  sitteth  thereon. "  As  to  what  was  said  by  the 
counsel,  that  Christiaility  is  part  of  the  law  of  England  (which  is 
certainly  true  as  it  is  here  established  by  laws),  and  tliat,  there- 
fore, to  admit  the  oath  of  a  heathen  is  contrary  to  the  law  of 
England;  it  appears  from  what  I  have  already  laid  down  that 
there  is  nothing  in  that  argument,  since  an  oath  is  no  more  a  part 
of  Christianity  than  of  every  other  religion  in  the  world.  There 
is  likewise  as  little  in  another  argument  which  was  made  use  of, 
that  an  oath  cannot  be  altered  but  by  Act  of  Parliament;  for  the 
form  of  an  assertory  oatli  here  hath  been  frequently  varied  (as  I 
have  already  observed).  And  what  Lord  Coke  says  in  the  2 
Inst.,  479,  and  3  Inst.,  165,  that  an  oath  cannot  be  altered,  nor  a 
new  one  imposed,  but  by  authority  of  parliameiit,  jjlainly  relates 
only  to  promissory  oath  or  oaths  of  office,  as  those  of  Privy  Coun- 
sellors, Judges,  Sheriffs,  and  the  like,  and  not  at  all  to  oaths 
taken  by  witnesses.  As  to  the  passage  mentioned  out  of  the  State 
Trials,  where  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  asked  if  the  witness  were 
a  Christian  or  not,  who  appeared  to  be  otherwise  by  his  mien  and 
dress,  and  was  going  to  take  the  common  oath,  and  as  to  what 
was  said,  that  Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre  once  refused  to  swear  a 
man  on  the  Evangelists  who  was  nf>t  a  Cliristian,  and  that  Lord 
Cliief  P>aron  GiLiiEUTdid  the  same  to  one  who,  when  asked  whether 
he  believed  in  Christ,  declared  that  he  did  not  know  who  Christ 
was;  very  little  can  be  inferred  from  either  of  these  instances, 
since  it  does  not  appear  that  tlie  fact,  to  wliich   tlu^  witness  was 

going  to  be  sworn,  arose  in  a  foreign  country,  or  that  it 
[*  549]    was  a  mercantile  cause,  or  tliat  it  was  ever  *  insisted  on 

])y  the  counsel  that  tlie  witness  should  be  examined  in 
any  other  manner  tlian  in  the  common  form  uimn  the  Holy 
Evanjrelists. 
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Having  now,  I  think,  suftieiently  shown  that  Lord  Coke's  rule 
is  without  foundation  either  in  Scripture,  reason,  or  law%  tliat  I 
may  not  be  understood  in  too  general  a  sense,  1  shall  repeat  it 
over  again,  that  I  only  give  my  opinion  tliat  such  inhdels  who 
believe  a  God  and  that  he  will  punish  them  it"  they  swear  falsely, 
in  some  cases  and  under  some  circumstances,  may  and  ought  to  be 
admitted  as  witnesses  in  this,  tliough  a  Christian  country.  And 
on  the  other  hand,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  such  infidels  (if 
any  such  there  be)  who  either  do  not  believe  a  God,  or,  if  they 
do,  do  not  think  that  he  will  either  reward  or  punish  them' in  this 
world  or  in  the  next,  cannot  be  witnesses  in  any  case  nor  under 
any  circumstances,  for  this  plain  reason,  because  an  oath  cannot 
possibly  be  any  tie  or  obligation  upon  them.  I  therefore  entirely 
disagree  with  what  is  reported  to  have  been  said  by  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Ley  in  2  liol.  Ifep.  346,  Tr.  21  Jam.  1.,  B.  E.,  that  in  the 
trials  of  matters  arising  beyond  sea  we  ought  to  allow  such  proof 
as  they  beyond  sea  would  allow.  This  would  be  leaving  this 
point  on  so  very  loose  and  uncertain  a  foot  that  I  cannot  come 
into  it;  for  if  this  rule  were  to  hold,  considering  in  what  a 
strange  manner  justice  is  administered  in  sume  fureign  parts, 
God  knows  what  evidence  must  be  admitted.  Nor  can  I  auree 
with  the  resolution  in  the  case  of  Alsop  v.  Bouircll,  Cro.  Jac. 
541,  2.  M.  17  J.  1.  B.  B. ,  where  it  was  holden  that  a  certificate 
under  the  seal  of  the  minister  at  Utrecht  and  of  the  said  to.wn 
of  the  marriage  of  two  persons  there,  and  that  they  cohabited 
together  as  man  and  wife,  was  a  sufficient  proof.  To  admit  the 
certificate  of  the  minister  of  the  fact  of  the  marriage  at  a  place 
where  there  is  no  bishop  might  perhaps  be  equal  and  be  resembled 
to  the  certificate  of  the  bishop  here,  which  is  in  some  cases  con- 
clusive evidence  of  a  marriage.  But  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
the  certificate  of  their  cohabiting  together  ought  not  to 
have  been  admitted.  For  our  *  law  never  allows  a  certifi-  [*  550] 
cate  of  a  mere  matter  of  fact,  not  coupled  with  any  matter 
of  law,  to  be  admitted  as  evidence.  Even  the  certificate  of  the 
King  under  his  sign  manual  of  a  matter  of  fact  (exce[)t  in  one  old 
case  in  Chancery,  Hob.  21.3),  has  lieen  always  refused;  and  it 
would  be  strange  if  we  should  give  greater  credit  to  the  certificate 
of  a  minister  at  Utrecht  than  to  that  of  the  King  himself. 
Besides,  it  is  not  the  best  evidence  that  the  nature  of  the  thing 
will  admit,  but  the  proper  and  usual  evidence  of  a  fact  arising 
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beyond  sea  is  an  affidavit  or  deposition  taken  Ijefore  a  public- 
notary  and  certified  to  be  so  under  the  seal  of  the  place  or  the 
principal  officer  of  the  place,  which  has  been  admitted  as  evi- 
dence in  some  cases,  where  it  would  be  too  expensive,  considering- 
the  nature  of  the  cause,  to  take  out  a  special'  commission.  Before 
I  conclude  this  head  I  must  beg  leave  again  to  take  notice  of  what 
is  said  by  Lord  Hale,  that  it  must  be  left  to  the  jury  what  credit 
must  be  given  to  these  infidel  witnesses.  For  I  do  not  think  that 
the  same  credit  ought  to  be  given  either  by  a  court  or  a  jury  to  an 
infidel  witness  as  to  a  Christian,  who  is  under  much  stronger 
obligations  to  swear  nothing  but  the  truth.  The  distinction 
between  the  competency  and  credit  of  a  witness  is  a  known  dis- 
tinction, and  many  witnesses  are  admitted  as  competent  to  whose 
credit  objections  may  be  afterwards  made.  The  rule  of  evidence 
is  that  tlie  Itest  evidence  must  be  given  that  the  nature  of  the 
thing  will  admit.  The  best  evidence  which  can  be  expected  or 
required  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case  must  be  received ;  but 
if  better  evidence  be  offered  on  the  other  side,  the  other  evidence, 
though  admitted,  may  happen  to  be  of  no  weight  at  all.  To 
explain  what  I  mean;  suppose  an  examined  copy  of  a  record  (as 
it  certainly  may)  be  given  in  evidence;  if  the  other  side  after- 
wards x)roduce  the  record  itself,  and  it  appears  to  be  different  from 
the  copy,  the  authority  of  the  copy  is  at  an  end.  To  come  nearer 
to  the  present  case  ;  supposing  an  infidel  who  believes  a  God  and 
that  he  will  reward  and  punish  him  in  this  world,  but  does  not 
believe  a  future  state,  be  examined  on  his  oath  (as  I  think  he 
may),  and  on  the  other  side  to  contradict  him  a  Christian, 
[*551]  is  *  examined,  who  lielieves  a  future  state  and  that  he 
shall  be  punished  in  the  next  world  as  well  as  in  this,  if 
he  does  not  swear  the  truth,  I  think  that  the  same  credit  ought 
not  to  be  given  to  an  infidel  as  to  a  Christian,  because  he  is 
plainly  not  under  so  strong  an  obligation. 

T  have  now  done  with  the  general  ([uestion.  And  what  I  have 
said  upon  that  must  plainly  show  of  what  opinion  I  am  in  respect 
to  the  present  (|uestion  ;  and  therefore  1  shall  be  veiy  short  as  to 
that.  I  think,  after  what  I  liave  already  said,  T  need  say  nothing 
more  to  determine  this  point  than  l)arely  to  state  the  facts  relat- 
ing to  it  as  they  stand  now  Ijefore  tlie  Court. 

Tt  is  admitted  that  the  cause  is  concerning  a  mercantile  affair, 
which  was  transacted  in  a  foreign  heathen  country,  at  Calcutta. 
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It  must  be  agreed  that  it  is  greatly  to  the  advantage  of  this  nation 
to  carry  on  a  trade  and  commerce  in  foreign  countries,  and  in 
many  countries  inhabited  by  heathens,  and  particuharly  in  this 
town,  in  which  we  have  established  a  factory  for  that  purpose. 
A  trade  was  accordingly  carried  on  there  between  the  plaintiff,  a 
heathen  and  subject  of  that  country,  and  a  Christian  merchant,  a 
subject  of  England.  It  is  insisted  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  Eng- 
lish merchant,  l)einif  greatlv  in  his  debt,  withdrew  into  Enfjland, 
and  consequently  was  not  amenable  to  the  (Mjurts  of  justice  in  that 
country,  where,  if  he  could  have  tried  his  cau.se,  this  evidence, 
which  is  now  in  dispute,  would  have  certainly  been  admitted. 
He  followed  his  debtor  into  England,  which  was  the  only  remedy 
tiiat  he  had  left,  and  filed  his  bill  against  him  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery  here.  No  one  will  (I  believe)  now  say  that  lie  had  not 
a  right  to  bring  such  a  suit,  or  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  justice. 
For  though  there  was  such  an  old  notion  in  Popish  times,  and  for 
some  little  time  afterwards,  till  the  reformation  was  fully  estab- 
lished, that  even  an  alien  friend,  especially  if  he  were  an  infidel, 
could  not  sue  in  a  court  of  justice  here,  this  most  absurd,  wicked, 
and  unchristian  notion  has  (God  be  thanked)  been  long  since 
exploded,  and  will,  I  hope,  never  be  revived  again.  It  being 
admitted  that  he  may  bring  his  suit  here,  and,  consequently,  that 
he  is  entitled  to  justice,  it  follows  that  he  must  be  at  liberty 
to  produce  his  evidence  here  in  order  to  make  out  his  case. 
And  if  he  produce  his  evidence,  it  must  be  upon  oath ; 
*  for  it  would  be  absurd  to  give  an  infidel  more  credit  [*  5.52] 
than  a  Christian,  which  we  must  do  if  an  infidel's  evi- 
dence be  necessary  in  order  to  do  justice,  and  yet  he  cannot  be 
examined  upon  oath;  he  must  therefore  be  examined  upon  oath 
in  some  shape  or  other.  In  order  to  obtain  justice  the  plaintiff 
in  this  cause  laid  his  case  properly  before  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
and  prayed  a  commission  to  Calcutta;  and  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
I  think  very  rightly  and  with  great  justice,  ordered  a  commission 
to  go,  and  that  the  words  "  on  the  Holy  Evangelists  "  should  be 
omitted,  and  the  w^ord  '"'  solemnly  "  inserted  in  their  room ;  and, 
likewise,  very  prudently  directed  that  the  commissioners  should 
certify  upon  the  return  of  the  commission  in  wliat  manner  the 
oath  was  administered  to  the  witnesses  examined  on  the  com- 
mission; and  what  religion  they  were  of.  The  commissioners, 
accordinglv,  returned  that  the  oath  was  administered  to  the  wit- 
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nesses  in  the  same  words  as  here  in  England,  wliich  fnlly  answers 
the  objection  (if  there  was  anything  in  it)  that  the  form  of  the 
oath  cannot  be  altered ;  and  they  certified  that  after  the  oath  was 
read  and  interpreted  to  them,  they  touched  the  Brahmin's  hand  or 
foot,  the  same  being  the  usual  and  most  solemn  manner  in  whicli 
oaths  are  administered  to  witnesses  who  profess  the  Gentoo 
religion,  and  in  the  same  manner  in  which  oatlis  are  usually 
administered  to  persons  who  profess  the  Gentoo  religion  on  their 
examination  as  witnesses  in  the  courts  of  justice  erected  by  virtue 
of  liis  Majesty's  letters  patent  at  Calcutta;  and  they  further  cer- 
tified that  the  witnesses  so  examined  were  all  of  the  Gentoo  relig- 
ion. This  certificate,  I  think,  fully  answers  the  objection  that  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  witnesses  believe  a  God,  or  that  he  will 
punish  tliem  if  they  swear  falsely  ;  whicli  (as  I  have  already  said) 
I  admit  to  be  requisites  absolutely  necessary  to  qualify  a  person 
to  take  an  oath.  I  do  not  at  all  rely  upon  the  books  which  were 
cited  and  which  give  an  account  of  the  Gentoo  religion.  But  it 
is  plain  from  the  certificate  itself  that  they  believe  and  worship  a 
God,  and  that  they  have  priests  for  that  purpose,  which  would  be 
of  no  use  if  they  did  not  believe  that  he  would  reward  or  punish 
them  according  to  their  deserts.  The  certificate  likewise  answers 
this  objection,  that  the  oath  being  only  read  to  the  witnesses,  it 

does  not  appear  that  they  said  or  did  anything  which  sig- 
[*  553]    nified  their  assent  to  it;  for  *  touching  the  hand  or  foot  of 

the  priest  after  these  words.  "  so  lielp  me  God, "  it  being 
their  usual  form,  is  as  mucli  signifying  their  assent  as  kissing  the 
book  is  here,  where  the  party  swearing  likewise  says  nothing. 
And  the  case  cited  by  Lord  Chief  Barox  from  2  Sid.  6,  Mich. 
1657,  plainly  proves  this,  where  Chief  Justice  Glyn  was  of  opin- 
ion that  Doctor  Owens  liolding  up  his  right  hand  was  sufficient 
without  touching  the  book.  And  Lord  Stair,  in  his  Institutes 
of  tlie  Laws  of  Scotland,  p.  692,  confirms  this,  where  he  says,  "  It 
is  tlie  (hity  of  -Fudges  in  taking  the  oaths  of  witnesses  to  do  it  in 
those  forms  tliat  will  most  toucli  tlie  conscience  of  the  swearers, 
according  to  their  persuasion  and  custom  ;  and  though  Quakers 
and  fanatics,  deviating  from  the  common  sentiments  of  mankind, 
refuse  to  give  a  formal  oath,  yet  if  tlicy  do  that  whicli  is  mate- 
rially th(!  same,  it  is  materially  an  oath.  " 

The  only  objection  that  remains  against  admitting  this  evidence 
is  that  these  witnesses  will  not  be  liable  to  be  indi(;ted   for  per- 
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jury;  because  they  are  not  sworn  supra  sacrosancta  Dei  Evangelia, 
which  words,  as  was  insisted,  are  necessary  in  every  such  indict- 
ment, and  therefore  they  are  not  under  the  same  ol (ligations  to 
swear  truly  as  Christian  witnesses  are.  But  this  ol)jection  has 
been,  in  a  great  measure,  already  answered  by  the  Chief  Bauox, 
and  it  may  receive  two  plain  answers ;  first,  that  these  words 
"  supra  sacrosancta  Dei  Evangelia, "  or  "  tactis  sacrosanctis  Dei 
Evangeliis  "  are  not  necessary  to  be  in  an  indictment  for  perjury. 
They  have  been  omitted  in  many  indictments  against  Jews,  of 
which  several  precedents  have  been  laid  l»efore  us ;  and  they  are 
not  in  tlie  precedents  of  such  indictments  which  I  find  in  an 
ancient  and  very  good  book,  entitled  West's  Simboleography : 
but  it  is  only  there  said  "  supra  sacramentum  suum  dixit  et 
deposuit  "  or  "  aftirniavit  et  deposuit. "  Besides,  this  argument, 
if  it  prove  anything,  proves  a  great  dpal  too  much ;  for  if  there 
were  anything  in  it,  many  depositions,  even  of  Christians,  have 
been  admitted,  and  many  more  must  be  admitted,  or  else  there 
will  be  a  manifest  failure  of  justice,  where  the  witnesses  are  cer- 
tainly not  liable  to  be  indicted ;  for  when  the  depositions  of  wit- 
nesses are  taken  in  another  country,  it  frequently  happens 
that  they  never  come  over  hither,  *  or  if  they  do,  cannot  [*  .j54] 
be  indicted  for  perjury  because  the  fact  was  committed  in 
another  country.  Tliose,  therefore,  who  are  plainly  not  liable  to 
be  indicted  for  perjury  have  often  been,  and  for  the  sake  of  justice 
must  be,  admitted  as  witnesses ;  and  so  there  is  an  end  of  this 
objection. 

From  what  I  have  said  it  is  plain  that  my  opinion  is  that  these 
depositions  ought  to  be  read  in  evidence. " 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

Tlie  principle  of  the  ruling  case  was  subsequently  approved  by 
Lord  Maxsfielo,  in  Atcliesou  v.  Ereritt  (1776),  1  Cowp.  382.  and 
thereafter  reaffirmed  in  other  cases:  Rex  v.  Gilham  (1795),  1  Esp. 
w85;  Edniomls  v.  Roive  (1824),  Rj^an  &  Moody  77.  Eventually  it 
was  provided  by  1  ^:  2  Vict.  c.  105  that  '•  in  all  cases  in  which  an 
oath  may  lawfully  be  and  shall  have  been  administered  to  any  person 
.  .  .  such  person  is  bound  by  the  oath  administered,  provided  the  same 
shall  have  been  administered  in  such  form  and  with  such  ceremonies  as 
such  person  may  declare  to  be  binding." 

A  witness  who  lias  taken  the  oath  in  the  usual  form  may  bo  asked 
whether  he    thinks    such    oatli    bindincr    on    his    conscience;     but    not 
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whether  he  considers  any  other  form  more  binding:  Tlie  Qi/een\'i  Case 
(1820),  No.  9,  p.  193/)o.s'^.  An  objection  to  the  evidence  of  a  witness 
on  the  ground  that  the  oatli  in  the  form  in  which  he  has  taken  it  is  not 
binding  on  his  conscience,  has  been  hekl  too  late  after  verdict :  Sells 
V.  Hoare  (1822),  3  Brod.  &  Bing.  232,  7  Moore,  36.  A  person  who 
does  not  believe  in  the  sanctions  of  religion  will  not  be  bound  by  an 
oath.  Thus,  where  a  witness  who  had  been  sworn  on  the  voir  dire  stated 
in  answer  to  the  opposing  counsel  that  she  did  not  believe  in  a  future 
state  of  rewards  and  punishments  and  regarded  the  obligation  of  an 
oath  as  no  higher  than  that  of  her  word,  it  was  held  that  the  Judge 
had  acted  properly  in  rejecting  her  evidence:  Madtm  v.  Cafanacic 
(1862),  7  H.  &  K.  360,  31  L.  J.  Ex.  118,  5  L.  T.  288,  10  W.  K. 
112. 

Further,  it  is  Tiot  enuugli  that  a  person  has  a  religious  belief  unless 
he  is  able  to  say  what  form  of  oath  is  binding  on  his  conscience: 
^''ask  V.  All  Kh'in  (1892),  8  Times  Law  Rep.  444. 

As  to  the  proper  form  of  oatli  to  be  administered  to  a  Mahometan, 
see  Rex  v.  Morgan  (1764),  1  Leach  C.  C.  54,  and  to  a  Chinese,  Refj  v. 
Entreliman  (1842),  Carr.  &  M.  248. 

Originally  no  evidence  could  be  received  unless  it  was  given  upon 
oath;  but  the  rule  has  been  modiiied  by  successive  statutes.  By  3  & 
4  Will.  IV.  c.  49  and  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  77,  forms  of  aftirmation  were  })ro- 
vided  in  lieu  of  an  oath  for  Quakers,  Moravians,  and  certain  other 
sects.  By  the  Evidence  Further  Amendment  Act  1869  (31  &  32  Vict, 
c.  72),  s.  4,  any  person  called  to  give  evidence  who  objected  to  take 
an  oath  or  was  objected  to  as  incompetent  to  do, so  was  allowed,  if  the 
Judge  was  satisfied  that  an  oath  would  not  bind  his  conscience,  to 
make  a  formal  declaration.  The  last  mentioned  enactment  was  repealed, 
and  the  other  enactments  immediately  above  referred  to  wore  super- 
seded, by  the  Oath's  Act,  1888  (51  &  52  Vict.  c.  46),  which  pi'ovides 
(s.  1)  tliat  "Every  person  upon  objecting  to  being  sworn,  and  stating 
as  the  ground  of  such  objection,  either  that  he  has  no  religious  belief, 
or  that  tlie  taking  of  an  oath  is  contrary  to  liis  religious  belief,  sliall 
be  permitted  to  make  his  solemn  afhrmatioii  instead  of  taking  an 
oath.  .  .  ."  It  has  been  liehl  that  a  ])erson  cannot  be  allowed  to  attirm 
under  this  Statute  unh^ss  he  ex])ressly  objects  to  being  sworn  on  one  oi 
other  of  the  grounds  specified;  and  wliere  a  witness  is  desirous  of  mak- 
ing an  aflirmation  instead  of  taking  an  oatli,  \\  is  tlieduty  of  the  «Iudge 
])residing  at  the  trial  himself  to  examine  the  witness  and  ascertain  tha,t 
1)(^  objects  tt)  being  sworn  on  one  or  f)tlier  of  those  grounds :  Reg.  v, 
Moore  (1892),  61  L.  J.  .AI.  C.  80,  66  L.  T.  125,  40  W.  B.  3,04; 
Nnsh  V.  AH  Khan  (1892).  S  Times  Ilep.  444. 

As  regards  tlie  (piestion  how  far  it  is  necessar}-  to  follow  a  statutorj" 
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form  of  oatli  or  affirmation,  reference  may  be  made  to  Saloinons  v. 
Miller  (1S53),  8  Ex.  778,  22  L.  J.  Ex.  109,  17  Jur.  403;  Lancaster  & 
Carlisle  Railway  Co.  v.  Ileaton  (1858),  8  El.  «&  Bl.  952,  27  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  195,  and   Wolsehf  v.  Worth  inr/ton  (18G2),  13  Jr.  Ch.  K.  341. 

By  the  5tli  section  of  the  Act  of  1888,  if  any  person  to  whom  an 
oath  is  administered  desires  to  swear  witli  uplifted  liand  in  the  manner 
usual  in  Scotland,  he  shall  be  permitted  to  do  so,  and  the  oath  shall  be 
administered  in  such  form  and  manner  without  further  question.  The 
impressive  character  of  the  form  of  oath,  as  administered  in  the  Scotch 
Court  of  Justiciary,  is  well  described  by  Sir  Walter  Scott  in  the 
trial  scene  in  the  Heart  of  jVIidlothian. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

This  principle  is  i>]-obabIy  prevalent  in  this  country.  Although  statutes 
generally  provide  for  the  ordinary  form  of  the  oath,  yet  they  also  generally 
provide  that  an  oath  taken  in  any  form  shall  be  binding. 

In  the  Bark  Merrimac,  1  Benedict  (U.  S.  Dist.  Ct.),  490,  it  was  held  that  a 
witness  must  be  sworn  in  a  way  to  bind  his  conscience.  (That  was  the  case 
of  a  Chinaman.) 

A  Jew  is  usually  sworn  on  the  Hebrew  Bible,  with  covered  head.  People 
V,  Jackson,  3  Parker  Criminal  Rep.  (N.  Y.),  590. 

See  Vail  v.  Nickerson,  G  Massachusetts,  262  ;  Com/non'ceallh  v.  Buzzell,  1(> 
Pickering  (Mass.),  153. 

In  1815,  one  who  was  not  a  Quaker  was  committed  to  jail  in  Boston  for 
refusing  to  take  the  oath,  although  he  had  conscientious  scruples  against  it. 
United  States  v.  Coolidge,  2  Gallison  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  363. 

There  was  a  time,  at  least  in  this  country,  when  a  person  was  held  to  be 
disqualified  as  a  witness,  not  only  if  he  did  not  believe  in  the  existence  of  God, 
but  if  he  did  not  believe  that  God  punishes  false  swearing  in  a  future  state  of 
existence.  Some  of  the  early  cases  went  so  far  as  to  exact  a  belief  in  a  future 
state  of  rewards  as  well  as  punishments.  This  doctrine  was  thus  expressed 
{obiter,  however,  because  the  witness  was  an  atheist)  in  JacJcson  v.  Gridley,  18 
.lohns.  (Xew  York),  98, 103,  by  Spexcer,  C.  J. :  "  By  the  law  of  England,  which 
has  been  adopted  in  this  State,  it  is  fully  and  clearly  settled,  that  infidels  who  do 
not  believe  in  a  God,  or  if  they  do,  do  not  think  that  he  will  either  reward  or  punh<k 
them  in  the  world  to  cnnie.  cannot  be  witnesses  in  any  case,  nor  under  any  circumstances, 
because  a?!  oath  cannot  possibly  be  any  tie  or  obligation  upon  them.'"  Citing  Omi- 
chund v.  Barker,  Willes,  549.  This  doctrine  of  course  shut  out  that  portion  of 
Universalists  who  did  not  believe  in  any  future  punishment,  although  they  be- 
lieved that  God  piinished  sin  in  this  life.  This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Connecticut,  in  Curtiss  v.  Strong,  4  Day,  51  (but  here  the  witness  did 
not  acknowledge  the  obligation  of  an  oath);  Atwood  v.  Welton,  7  Conn.  66; 
and  of  Tennessee  in  State  v.  Cooper,  2  Overton,  96 ;  5  Am.  Dec.  656.  Story 
held :  "  Persons  who  do  not  believe  in  the  existence  of  a  God,  or  of  a  future 
state,  or  have  no  religious  belief,  are  not  entitled  to  be  sworn  as  witnesses. 
The  administration  of  an  oath  supposes  that  a  moral  and  religious  accounta- 
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bility  is  felt  to  a  Supreme  Being,"  —  wliicli  falls  somewliat  .short  of  the 
stricter  rule  of  Jackson  v.  Gridley  (sujira)  :  Wakefield  v.  Ross,  .")  Mason  (U.  S. 
Circuit  Ct),  10. 

But  it  was  held  later  in  Xew  York,  in  Bulls  v.  Swarticood ,  2  Cowen,  4:51, 
that  a  Univer.salist  who  believes  in  limited  future  punishment  is  competent. 
See  also  ibid.  ")T2.  The  Massachusetts  Supreme  Court  also,  in  181o.  held  that 
the  witness's  disbelief  in  a  future  state  of  existence  went  only  to  his  credi- 
bilit^^  Greenleaf  says  (1  Ev.  §  369)  :  "  It  may  be  considered  as  now  generally 
.settled  in  this  country,  that  it  is  not  material  whether  the  witness  believes 
that  the  punishment  will  be  inflicted  in  this  world  or  the  next.  Tt  is  enougli 
if  he  has  the  religious  sense  of  accountaljility  to  the  Omniscient  Being  who  is 
invoked  by  an  oath."  So  in  Brock  v.  JSIUlujan,  10  Ohio,  l"il,  belief  in  a 
future  state  of  rewards  and  punishments  was  considered  unessential,  the 
Court  observing  tliat  "it  may  at  this  time  be  considered  as  pretty  generally 
settled,  both  in  England  and  in  the  United  States,  that  whoever  believes  in  Ihe 
moral  influence  and  control  of  an  overruling  Providence  in  this  life,  and  thai  an 
oath  is  binding  on  his  conscience,  is  competent  to  testify  ;  "  for  aside  from  the 
])enalties  impo.sed  by  civil  enactments,  if  the  witness  believes  in  the  moral 
obligations  of  an  oath,  the  reward  of  good  and  the  punislnnent  of  evil  actions 
by  some  superior  power  is  irresistibly  implied."  The  Court  further  suggested 
that  even  this  requirement  should  be  discarded  by  legislation.  So  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Vermont,  in  Arnold  v.  Arnold's  Estate,  13  Vt.  362  (1841), 
held  that  no  person  who  believes  in  the  existence  of  Ood  or  a  Supreme  Being, 
who  is  the  just  moral  governor  of  the  universe,  who  will,  either  in  tliis  life  or 
the  next,  reward  virtue  and  punish  vice,  and  who  feels  that  an  oath  will  be 
liinding  on  his  conscience,  may  be  excluded  as  a  witness.  This  is  a  very 
learned  and  admirable  opinion  by  Redfield,  J.,  who  examines  the  subject  his- 
torically, theologically,  and  legally,  and  concludes :  "  There  does  not  seem 
any  more  propriety  in  requiring  the  witness  to  believe  in  a  future  state  of 
existence  even,  much  more  of  a  punishmei^  in  the  future  life,  than  in  any 
other,  or  indeed  all  the  articles  of  the  Christian  faith."  So  in  Ctdjbison  v. 
McCreanj.  2  Watts  &  Serg.  (Penn.)  262  (1841).  the  test  was  said  to  be  "  whether 
he  believe  in  the  existence  of  God,  who  will  punish  him  if  he  swears  falsely" 
(disapproving  the  Connecticut  and  Tennessee  rule) .  In  several  courts  the 
case  of  Atwood  v.  Wellon  is  regarded  as  the  only  one  necessarily  exacting  a 
belief  in  a  future  state  of  rewards  and  punishments.  (One  Judge  there  dis- 
sented.) The  belief  in  a  future  state  of  punishment  for  false  swearing  was 
held  not  essential  in  United  Stales  v.  Kennedy,  '■)  McLean  {V.  S.  Circ.  Ct.), 
17.5;  Hunsconi  v.  Hunscom,  1")  Massachusetts,  184:  Uig.  v.  Pah-Mah-Gay, '20 
Q.  B.,  Up.  Can.,  105;  Blair  v.  Searer,  26  IVnn.  State,  274. 

All  this  narrowness  of  llie  law  was  inipoited  through  a  wrong  report  of 
the  language  of  Chief  Justice  Willes  in  the  report  of  the  case  of  Omichund 
V.  Barker,  in  1  Atkyns  45,  where  his  language  is  given  :  '•  I  am  clearly  of 
opinion  tliat  it'  they  do  not  believe  in  a  (Jod  or  future  rewards  or  punishments, 
they  ought  not  to  be  admitted  as  witnesses."  His  language  as  given  in 
Wille.s'  Reports  (p.  135«7j/e)  was :  "  1  am  clearly  of  o))inion  that  such  infidels 
(if  any  such  tli<Me  be)  who  cither  do  not  lyelicvc  in  a  (lod,  or  it  they  do,  do  not 
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think  that  he  will  either  reward  or  punish  them  in  t/iis  worbl  i>r  in  tlie  »ex^,  can- 
not be  witnesses  in  any  case,"  &c.  Also  :  '•  Xothing  but  the  belief  of  a  ( Jod.  and 
that  he  will  reward  and  punish  us  according  to  our  deserts,  is  necessary  to  qual- 
ify a  man  to  take  the  oath."  Chancellor  W'alworiii  shows,  in  the  report  of  a 
case  decided  by  him  as  Circuit  Judge  (2  Cowen,  43o),  that  althougli  Alk^-ns  first 
reported  the  case,  yet  the  report  in  Willes  was  copied  from  the  manuscript 
notes  of  the  Ciiikf  Justice,  fifty  years  after  liis  death,  and  published  by  Durn- 
ford.  The  latter  therefore  must  be  the  correct  version.  Of  Willes'  Reports, 
Mr,  Wallace  says,  in  "  The  Reporters,  "  p.  4:]8  :  "  These  reports,  though 
posthumous,  are  admitted  to  be  highly  authoritative.  They  a])pear  to  have 
been  prepared  by  the  Ciiif.p'  Jtstick  himself,  and  were  carefully  revi-sed  by 
Mr.  Durnford,  their  i-eputable  editor.  Willes  and  Wilson  are  probably  the  most 
authoritative  Reports  of  the  reign  of  George  II."  On  the  other  hand,  we  learn 
from  the  same  source  that  Atkyns  was  a  bad  reporter.  The  King's  Bench 
once  forbade  counsel  to  cite  him,  and  he  was  denounced  by  several  English 
Judges  as  incorrect  and  slovenly,  by  Judge  Grekx  of  Virginia  as  '-blunder- 
mg  and  confused,"  and  by  Mr.  Wallace  as  "jejune  "  and  '•  defective."  It  is 
evident  from  a  comparison  that  Atkyns's  report  is  much  less  full  than  that  in 
WiUes,  and  it  is  probable  that  it  was  made  from  memory  or  hasty  notes. 
The  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice  in  Atkyns's  covers  less  than  three  pages  ; 
in  Willes  it  covers  thirteen.  The  case  is  also  reported  in  a  dozen  lines  in  1  Wil- 
son (K.  B.),  84,  with  the  remark,  "so  that  at  this  day  it  seems  to  be  settled 
that  infidelity  of  any  kind  doth  not  go  to  the  competency  of  a  witness." 
Behold  therefore  "  how  great  a  matter  a  little  fire  kindleth  !  "  As  Walwokth 
says,  this  niisreport  was  "the  foundation  of  all  the  error  on  this  subject." 
Judge  CowEX  made  this  point  the  subject  of  a  leai'ned  note  in  '2  Cowen,  435, 
in  which  he  supports  the  views  of  Walworth.  The  Chief  Justice's  opinion  in 
AVUles  is  one  of  the  noblest  to  be  found  in  the  law  books,  and  more  liberal 
in  sentiment  than  the  opinions  of  Coke,  and  indeed  of  many  lawyers  who 
lived  a  century  later  than  Willes. 

This  dispute  has  been  set  at  rest  in  many  States  by  constitutional  or  legis- 
lative enactment  in  comparatively  recent  years,  as  for  example,  in  Xew  York, 
where  it  is  provided  by  constitution  that  "  no  person  shall  be  rendered  incom- 
petent to  be  a  witness  on  account  of  his  opinions  on  matters  of  religious 
belief."  Such  is  the  law  of  Arkansas,  Iowa,  Missouri,  Wisconsin,  California, 
Indiana,  Kansas,  Michigan,  Nebraska,  Nevada,  Ohio,  Maryland,  Florida, 
Oregon,  Virginia.  See  note  92,  .Am.  Dec.  473;  Hough's  Am.  Const.  Under 
this  rule,  in  Smith  v.  Brown,  8  Kansas,  608,  an  Indian  was  allowed  to  testify, 
although  he  simply  thought  that  he  would  be  lianged   for  telling  a  lie. 

So  men  have  at  last  accepted  the  enlightened  Chief  Justice  Willes'  dec- 
laration :  "  It  is  a  little  mean  narrow  notion  to  suppose  that  no  one  but  a 
Christian  can  be  an  honest  man." 

It  seems  however  that  religious  scepticism  may  still  ))e  sliown  by  cross- 
examination  and  urged  against  the  witness's  credibility.  Stanbro  v.  Hopkins, 
28  Barb.  (Xew  York),  265.  The  Judge  here  observes  :  "T  have  no  fears  that 
this  rule  will  encourage  parties  to  scandalize  truly  religious  witnesses  b\  im- 
putations that  they  profess  the  worst  of  creeds.  For  so  long  as  no  religious 
test  shall  be  required  for  Judges  and  jurors,  parties  will  be  loath  to  cross-ex- 
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amine  witnesses  as  to  tlieir  opinions  on  matters  of  religious  belief,  unless  they 
are  well  assured  the  opinions  of  the  witnesses  are  very  obnoxious  to  sentiments 
of  citizens  who  say  with  Pope,  — 

"  '  For  modes  of  faith  let  graceless  zealots  fight, 
His  can't  be  wrong  whose  life  is  in  the  right.'  " 

Professor  Thayer  embraces  the  principal  case  in  his  Cases  on  Evidence. 


No  2.  —  HAERTS   v.   TIPPETT. 
(N.  P.  1811.) 

No.   3.  —  EEX   V.   WATSOK 

(N.  P.  1817.) 

KULE. 

Questions  going  to  the  credit  of  a  witness  are  admis- 
sible upon  his  cross-examination.  If  the  question  be 
directed  to  a  matter  collateral  to  the  issue,  the  answer 
of  the  witness  must  be  accepted  as  conclusive,  and  other 
witnesses  cannot  be  called  to  contradict  him. 

The  only  modes  of  impeaching  the  credit  of  a  witness 
are  by  cross-examination,  by  producing  the  record  of  his 
conviction  of  some  crime,  or  by  adducing  general  evidence 
that  he  is  unworthy  of  being  believed  upon  his  oath. 

Harris  v.  Tippett. 

2  Camp.  637-6.39  (12  II.  1!.  7G7). 

Witness.  —  Cross-examination.  —  (Collateral  Matter. 

[G<57]       Any  question  maybe  put  to  a  witness  in  c'ross-e.\-auiir,ati()n,  the  answer 
to  wliich  may  have  a  tendency  to  discredit  him  ;  btit  if  such  a  question  bo 
collateral  to  the  matter  in  issue,  the  answer  which  the  witness  gives  must  be 
taken  as  conclu.sive,  and  otlier  witnesses  cannot  bo  called  to  contradict  him. 

This  was  an  action  for  not  accounting  for  a  ])roniis,sory  note 
given  to  the  defendant  to  be  discounted  on  Ijehalf  of  the  plaintiff. 

A  witness  for  the  defendant  was  asked,  in  cross-examination, 
whether  he  had  not  attempted  to  dissuade  a  witness,  examined  for 
the  xdaintill",  from  attending  the  trial.  He  swore  positively  that 
he  had  not. 
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Dauncey  then  proposed  to  call  back  the  other  to  contradict  him. 

Lawrence,  J.  That  cannot  be  done.  You  must  take  his 
answer. 

*  Dauncey  contended,  that  for  the  purpose  of  discredit-   [*  638] 
ing  the  witness  it  was  competent  to  show  that  he  had 
sworn  falsely  in  tliis  instance,  and  actually  had  attempted  to  dis- 
suade the  other  from  attending  the  trial. 

Lawrence,  J.  Had  this  been  a  matter  in  issue,  I  would  have 
allowed  you  to  call  witnesses  to  contradict  what  the  last  witness 
has  sworn ;  l)ut  it  is  entirely  collateral,  and  you  must  take  his 
answer.  I  will  permit  questions  to  be  put  to  a  witness  as  to  any 
improper  conduct  of  which  he  may  have  been  guilty,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  trying  his  credit;  but  when  these  questions  are  irrelevant 
to  the  issue  on  the  record,  you  cannot  call  other  witnesses  to  con- 
tradict the  answers  he  gives.  No  witness  can  be  prepared  to 
support  his  character  as  to  particular  facts,  and  such  collateral 
inquiries  would  lead  to  endless  confusion. 

Lawrence,  J.,  laid  down  the  same  rule  several  times  during 
the  circuit ;  and  it  seems  particularly  illustrated  by  the  following 
«ase,  which  occurred  at  Monmouth.  One  Yewin  was  indicted  for 
stealing  wheat.  The  principal  witness  against  him  was  a  boy  of 
the  name  of  Thomas,  his  apprentice.  Lawrence,  J. ,  allowed  the 
prisoner's  counsel  to  ask  Thomas,  in  cross-examination,  whether 
he  had  not  been  charged  with  robbing  his  master,  and 
whether  he  had  not  afterwards  said  he  *  would  be  revenged  [*  6.39] 
of  him,  and  would  soon  fix  him  in  Monmouth  gaol  ?  —  Lie 
denied  l)oth.  The  prisoner's  counsel  then  proposed  to  prove  that 
he  had  been  charged  with  robbing  his  master,  and  had  spoken  the 
words  imputed  to  him.  Lawrence,  J. ,  ruled  that  his  answer 
must  be  taken  as  to  the  former;  but  that  as  the  words  were  mate- 
rial to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  prisoner,  evidence  might  be 

adduced  that  they  were  spoken  by  the  witness. 

• 

Rex  V.  Watson. 

2  Starkie,  Mg-L'jg. 

Witness.  —  Cross-examination.  —  Collateral  Matter. 

Evidence  of  a  particular  collateral  fact  cannot  be  adduced  in  auy  case,  [149] 
whether  civil  or  criminal,    in   order   to  discredit  a  witness.      The   only 
modes  of  impeacliing  the  credit  of  a  witness,  are  by  cross-examination,  by  pro* 
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ducing  the  record  of  liis  convictiou  of  some  crime,  or  by  aildiiciiig  general  evidence 
tliat  he  is  inivvorthy  of  being  believed  upon  his  oath.  If  a  witness  be  asked  as 
to  a  colhiteral  fact  his  answer  is  conclusive. 

This  was  a  trial  at  bar,  upon  an  indictment  against  James 
Watson  the  elder  for  high  treason,  founded  upon  the  statutes  25 
E.  3,  St.  5,  c.  2,  and  the  36  G.  3,  c.  7. 

In  the  course  of  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  pris- 
oner, it  was  proposed  to  prove  the  certificate  of  the  marriage  of 
John  Castle  with  Elizabeth  Streeter.  Castle  had  been  examined 
as  a  witness  for  the  Crown,  and  had  stated  himself  to  be  an  accom- 
plice in  the  treasons  charged  against  the  prisoner,  and  upon  his 
cross-examination  had  admitted  that  he  had  been  guilty  of  several 
crimes.  He  had  not  been  asked  whether  he  had  been  guilty  of 
bigamy,  but  the  establishment  of  the  marriage  to  which  this  cer- 
tificate related  would,  when  coupled  with  his  own  admission  of 
another  previous  marriage  with  a  woman  still  living,  have  proved 
that  he  was  guilty  of  bigamy. 

The  Attorney-General  objected  to  the  reception  of  this  evidence, 
if  it  w\as  offered  with  a  view  to  criminate  Castle,  although  he 
seemed  to  admit  that  it  would  be  evidence  with  a  view  to   his 

contradiction  merely. 
[*  150]        *  Wetherell  avowed  that  the  evidence  was  offered  with 
a  view  not  to  contradict  the  witness,  but  to  criminate  him. 

The  Court  inquired  whether  he  was  prepared  witli  a  record  of 
the  witness's  conviction. 

Wetherell  answered  that  he  was  not ;  but  contended  that  he  had 
a  right  to  prove  such  an  accumulated  infamy  of  character  against 
the  witness  as  would  render  him  incredible.  The  point  was 
insisted  upon  at  considerable  length  by  Wetherell  and  Copley, 
Serjt. ,  wlio  relied  principally  upon  the  following  matters.  That 
no  decision  could  be  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  to  the 
contrary ;  and  that  it  would  militate  against  the  plainest  princi- 
ples of  justice  to  reject  sucli  evidence,  since  a  man  might  be  able 
to  prove  that  a  witness  was  not  to  be  believed  upon  liis  oatli,  by 
showing  that  he  lind  l)een  guilty  of  a  numl)er  of  criminal  acts, 
althougli  lie  cduld  not  pnxbicc!  a  single  record  of  conviction. 
'I'liat  since  it  niiglit  be  ])roved  indirectly,  that  tlie  witness  is  not 
credible  upon  oath,  it  was  too  strong  a  i)roposition,  to  say  that 
the  same  concdusion  might  not  be  jirovcnl,  directly,  l)y  actual 
proof  (jf  accumulated  crimes,  which  demonstrated  the  infamy  of 
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tlie  witness  ;  that  tlie  witness  himself,  were  it  not  for  tlie  particu- 
lar objection,  that  he  is  not  hound  to  criminate  himself,  might  be 
asked  whether  he  had  committed  a  particular  crime ;  why, 
then,  might  not  the  same  fact  be  proved  by  other  *  evi-  [*  151] 
dence  to  which  the  particular  objection  did  not  apply. 
That  the  consequences  would  be  enormous  and  alarming  to  the 
administration  of  justice,  if  such  evidence  were  to  be  shut  out. 
A  witness  who  had  committed  a  multitude  of  crimes,  but  who 
had  not  been  convicted  of  one,  would  stand  as  a  fair  and  credible 
witness  in  a  Court  of  justice  ;  if  he  were  to  be  asked  the  question, 
he  would  not  be  bound  to  answer  it;  and,  therefore,  if  other 
-evidence  could  not  be  adduced  to  prove  it,  that  testimony,  which 
is  essential  to  tlie  ascertainment  of  truth,  inasmuch  as  it  ascer- 
tains the  degree  of  credit  due  to  a  witness,  would  lie  wholly 
-excluded. 

Tlie  Attorney -General  being  about  to  reply,  was  stopped  by  the 
■Court. 

Lord  Ellen  BOROUGH.  This  is  so  clear  a  point,  and  so  entirely 
without  precedent,  that  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  call  for  a 
reply.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  credit  due  to  wit- 
nesses, the  Court  indulge  free  cross-examination ;  but  when  a 
<;rime  is  imputed  to  a  witness,  of  which  he  may  be  convicted  by 
<lue  course  of  law,  the  Court  know  but  one  medium  of  proof,  the 
record  of  conviction.  It  is  the  constant  practice  at  Nisi  Prius  not 
to  receive  such  evidence  without  the  record  of  conviction.  You 
inay  ask  the  witness  whether  he  has  been  guilty  of  such  a  crime, 
this,  indeed,  would  be  improperly  asked,  because  he  is 
not  bound  to  criminate  liiniself,  but  if  he  does  *  answer  [*  152] 
promptly,  you  must  be  bound  by  the  answer  which  he 
gives,  for  the  Court  does  not  sit  for  the  purpose  of  examining 
into  collateral  crimes.  It  would  be  unjust  to  permit  it,  for  it 
would  be  impossible  that  the  party  should  be  ready  to  exculpate 
himself,  by  bringing  forward  evidence  in  answer  to  the  charge ; 
there  would  be  no  possibility  of  a  fair  and  competent  trial  upon 
the  subject,  and  therefore  it  is  never  done. 

Bayley,  J.  I  entertain  no  doubt  upon  this  ])uint,  and  this  is 
not  the  first  time  I  have  had  occasion  to  consider  it.  If  this  evi- 
dence were  admissible,  it  would  be  impossible  to  proceed  in  the 
administration  of  justice,  because  on  every  trial  the  Court  would 
have  to  try  one  hundred  difterent  issues;  and  juries,    instead  of 
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liaving  one  issue  to  try,  would  have  their  attention  withdrawn 
from  one  single  point  to  look  into  an  indefinite  number  of  crimes. 
If  a  witness  has  been  guilty  of  a  crime  which  incapacitates  him, 
you  are  to  produce  the  record  of  his  conviction  and  prove  his  iden- 
tity, and  then  he  cannot  be  heard  in  a  Court  of  justice.  The  rule 
is,  that  a  party  against  whom  a  witness  is  called,  may  examine 
witnesses  as  to  his  general  character;  but  he  is  not  allowed  to 
prove  particular  facts,  in  order  to  discredit  him.  The  witnesses 
may  state  that  he  is  not  a  man  to  be  believed  upon  his  oath ;  but 
they  cannot  state  that  at  such  a  time  he  committed  a  particular 

offence,  for  although  every  man  may  be  supposed  to  be 
[*  153]    *  capable  of  defending    his  general  character,   he  cannot 

come  prepared  to  defend  himself  against  particular  charges 
without  notice,  and  such  evidence  would,  on  that  account,  supply 
but  a  very  imperfect  test  of  credibility.  If  the  witness  were 
apprised  of  the  charges,  he  might  come  prepared  with  evidence  to 
show,  that  although  there  was  prima  facie  evidence  against  him, 
they  were  in  reality  unfounded.  You  may  indeed  ask  the  ques- 
tion of  the  witness  himself;  but  if  he  choose  to  answer  the  ques- 
tion, you  must  stand  or  fall  by  the  answer  which  he  gives.  He 
may  demur  to  the  question,  for  he  is  not  bound  to  criminate 
himself;  and  if  he  refuse,  this  is  not  without  its  effect  with  the 
jury.  If  you  ask  a  witness  whether  he  has  committed  a  particu- 
lar crime,  it  would  perhaps  be  going  too  far  to  say  tliat  you  may 
discredit  him  if  he  refuse  to  answer;  it  is  for  the  jury  to  draw 
what  inferences  they  may.  With  regard  to  this  particular  case, 
I  am  of  opinion  tliat  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  cannot  go  into 
evidence  of  particular  facts  to  show  that  the  witness  is  not  to  be 
believed  upon  his  oath. 

Abbott,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  if  the  Attorney- 
General  had  not  interfered  the  Court  ought  not  to  have  admitted 
this  evidence.  In  many  cases  counsel  may  not  choose  to  object 
to  ])articular  evidence ;  but  in  no  case  ought  the  Court  to  admit 

evidence  which  by  the  law  of  the  land  ought  not  to  be 
[*  154]    received.      I  was  surprised  *  to  hear  that  the  counsel  for 

the  prisoner  did  not  expect  that  the  admissibility  of  this 
evidence  would  be  questioned.  It  has  been  much  disputed  of  late 
years,  whether  it  is  competent  to  ask  a  witness  whether  he  has 
committed  any  crime,  or  to  put  to  him  any  question  which  tends 
to  disgrace  and  disparage  him.     The  subject  is  discussed  much  at 
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length  in  the  hist  edition  of  Mr.  Peake'.s  hook  on  evidence;  refer- 
ence  i.s  there  made  to  a  dictum,  of  Lord  Ch.  J.  Tkeby.  wlio  upon 
a  trial  for  high  treason  said  that  no  (Question  could  he  put  to  a 
witness,  the  answer  to  which  might  hring  him  into  disgrace  and 
disparagement.  Within  a  few  years,  upon  a  trial  hefore  the  late 
Lord  Chief  Baron,  than  whom  a  more  learned  or  humane  Judge 
never  sat  upon  the  hench,  a  (piestion  was  put  to  the  witness,  I  do 
not  precisely  recollect  whether  to  criminate  him,  or  whether  it 
merely  tended  to  discredit  him:  I  helieve  the  latter;  Init  the 
Lord  Chief  Baron  would  not  allow  it  to  Ije  put;  and  in  order  to 
luring  the  question  to  a  conclusion,  a  hill  of  exceptions  was  ten- 
dered, in  order  that  the  point  might  l)e  l»rought  hefore  the  House 
of  Lords ;  l)ut  it  was  not  proceeded  in.  The  usual  question  put 
for  tlie  purpose  of  discrediting  the  testimony  of  a  witness  is, 
Would  you  helieve  that  witness  upon  his  oath  '.  liut  the  particular 
reasons  have  never  heen  received. 

To  what  would  the  reception  of  such  evidence  lead  ? 
To  the  trial  hy  the  jury  impanelled  here  *  whether  the  [*155] 
witness  had  committed  a  crime  :  if  so,  since  a  similar 
inquiry  might  he  made  in  the  case  of  every  other  witness,  the 
jury  might  be  kept  here  from  day  to  day  to  an  indefinite  period. 
This  would  be  imposing  a  burden  which  ought  not  to  be  cast  upon 
them.  There  is  no  ditl'erence  as  to  the  rules  of  evidence  between 
criminal  and  civil  cases.  What  may  be  received  in  the  one  ca.se 
may  be  received  in  the  other;  and  what  is  rejected  in  the  one 
ought  to  be  rejected  in  the  other.  But  in  civil  causes  liow  can 
the  party  or  witness  come  prepared  to  rebut  the  presumptive  evi- 
dence of  guilt  which  may  lie  adduced  against  him  ?  On  these 
grounds,  without  going  further  into  the  subject,  I  am  quite  sure 
that  this  evidence  ought  not  to  1)e  received. 

He  afterwards  added  that  he  recollected  a  case  coram  Law- 
rence, J.,  at  Gloucester,  Hurrh  v.  Tippet,  2  Camp.  6:17  (|>.  144, 
supra),  wliere  a  similar  question  was  put  to  the  witness,  and  the 
learned  Judge,  after  hesitating  for  some  time,  at  last  said,  "  You 
may  put  the  (juestion  if  you  please;  but  if  you  do,  you  must 
take  the  answer  for  good  or  for  bad  :  you  cannot  call  witnesses  to 
contradict  him. " 

HoLROYD,  J.      I  am  also  very  clearly  of  the  same  opin- 
ion.     If  sucli  evidence  l)e  admissible,  it  *  is  to  be  expected   [*  1.56] 
that  it   would  have  been  very  frequently  tendered   and 
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received;  for  it  is  obvious  liow  very  important  such  evidence  must 
be,  in  criminal  cases  particularly.  The  circumstance  that  such 
evidence  never  lias  been  received  is  a  strong  argument  to  show 
that  it  cannot  be  received;  but  this  is  not  the  first  time  that  the 
(|uestion  has  occurred  and  such  evidence  has  been  rejected.  In 
addition  to  the  great  inconvenience,  it  would  be  impossible  trulr 
and  justly  to  decide  collateral  issues  of  this  nature.  How  would 
it  be  possible  for  a  party  or  a  witness  to  come  prepared  to  explain 
and  rebut  i^riuid  facie  and  presumptive  proofs  applicable  to  every 
action  of  his  life,  which  notice  of  the  charge  might  have  enabled 
him  to  do  ?  The  effect  would  be  to  witlidraw  the  attention  of  the 
jury  from  the  question  which  they  were  impanelled  to  try,  in 
order  to  try  a  number  of  collateral  issues,  and  to  render  witnesses 
unwilling  to  appear  in  a  Court  of  justice  where  they  would  lie 
liable  to  charges,  which  for  want  of  previous  notice  they  could 
not  repel.  In  the  case  of  Spenceley  qui  tarn  v.  DcWillott,  7  East» 
108,  which  Vi^as  an  action  for  usury,  alleged  to'liave  been  com- 
mitted in  a  contract  made  by  the  defendant  witli  the  Marquis  de 
Chambonas,  after  the  Marcjuis  de  Cliandjonas  had  proved  the  usury 
as  stated  in  the  declaration,  the  defendant's  counsel  proposed  to 

ask  the  Marquis  what  contracts  lie  had  made  with  a  Mr. 
[*  157]    *  Schullenlierg,  and  with  several  other  third  persons  from 

whom  lie  had  taken  up  money  on  the  same  days,  with  a 
view  to  show  that  the  contracts  in  (luestion  were  of  the  same 
nature,  and  not  usurious,  if  he  answered  one  way,  or  to  contradict 
him  if  he  answered  otherwise.  But  Lord  Ellenborough  refused 
to  suffer  tlie  question  to  be  put,  conceiving  it  to  be  entirely  irrele- 
vant to  the  issue,  and  held  that  it  was  not  allowable  to  a  counsel 
on  cross-examination  to  put  a  question  to  a  witness  concerning 
any  distinct  (Collateral  fact,  not  relevant  to  the  issue,  for  the  ])ur- 
pose  of  disproving  the  truth  of  the  expected  answer  by  other  wit- 
nesses. And  th(^  ]>laintitt'  having  obtained  a  verdict  for  £25,000, 
the  Court  of  K.  ]>.  rej(H'ted  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  that 
ground,  but  granted  a  new  trial  upon  another  ground.  Upon  that 
occasion  Lord  Eu.ENP.oiuiuaii  observ(Ml  that  \w  had  ruled  the  point 
again  and  again  at  the  sittings,  till  he  was  (piite  tired  of  the 
agitation  of  the  (piestiou,  and  therefore  wished  tliiit  a  bill  of 
exceptions  should  be  tendered  by  any  ])arty  who  was  dissatisfied 
with  his  judgment,  that  the  (piestion  might  finally  lie  put  to 
rest.      IF  the  cas(!  came  on  r<ir  trial  iigain  there  was  an  o])])ortunity 
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of  tendering  a  bill  of  exceptions,  by  means  of  which  the  vevy 
eminent  connsel,^  if  he  had  thought  the  (question  tenalde,  might 
have  carried  it  to  the  House  of  Lords.  Some  cases  have  occurred 
since :  I  have  luiderstood  that  the  ride  has  been  acted 
upon,  to  this  extent,  at  least,  that  *  if  you  propose  a  (pies-  [*  l.j.S] 
tion  to  a  witness,  and  he  declines  to  answer  it,  his  not 
answering  can  have  no  elfect  with  the  jury.  If  he  does  answer 
it,  you  must  be  satisiied  with  his  answer,  since  it  is  given  upon 
the  penalty  of  being  prosecuted  for  perjury.  This  was  so  held  by 
Mr.  Justice  Lawrence,  in  a  case  of  which  I  have  a  note,  Harri& 
V.  Tippett,  2  Camp.  637  (p.  144,  supra),  and  I  have  always  con- 
sidered it  as  settled  law  and  acted  upon  from  the  earliest  times. 

Tlic  prisoner  vms  acquitted. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  principle  stated  in  tlie  first  paragraph  of  the  rule  is  illustrated 
in  the  common  case  in  which  the  witness  is  asked  wlietlier  lie  has  been 
guilty  of  any  offence  or  immorality.  If  he  denies  the  conduct  sug- 
gested, it  cannot  be  proved  by  other  evidence,  if  it  be  irrelevant  to  the 
issue:  see  the  ruling  cases,  and  also  Hex  v.  Rmlye  (1805),  2  Peake, 
232,  4  R.  R.  906  ;  Thomas  v.  David  (1837),  7  Carr.  &  Payne,  350; 
Goddard  \.  I*arr  (1855),  24  L.J.  Ch.  783;  while  on  the  other  hand 
it  can  be  so  proved  if  it  be  relevant:   Thomns  v.  David,  sujjnr. 

It  should  be  remembered,  however,  tliat  by  the  Act  for  Amending 
the  Criminal  Procedure  Act,  1865  (28  Vict.  c.  18)  (which  by  section  1 
is  made  applicable  to  "all  Courts  of  Judicature,  as  well  criminal  as 
all  others,  and  to  all  persons  having,  by  law  or  by  consent  of  parties, 
authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evidence  "),  it  is  pi-ovided  that 
"  A  witness  maybe  questioned  as  to  whether  he  has  been  convicted 
of  any  felony  for  misdemeanour,  and  upon  being  so  questioned,  if  he 
either  denies  or  does  not  admit  the  fact,  or  refuses  to  answer,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  cross-examining  party  to  prove  such  conviction.'' 
The  language  of  the  enactment  of  the  Common  Law.  Procedure  Act, 
1854  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125,  s.  25,  repealed  S.  L.  Pv.  Act,  1883),  in  re- 
gard to  evidence  in  civil  actions,  was  nearl}^  identical.  Under  these 
enactments,  it  has  been  held  that  a  previous  conviction  ma}'  be  proved 
against  a  party  if  he  denied  ir  on  cross-examination,  although  the 
fact  of  such  conviction  was  altogether  irrelevant:  Ward,  v.  Sivfidd 
(1880),  49  L.  J.  C.  P.  696,  43  L.  T.  252. 

The  witness    may  be   asked  whether  he    has    not    previously    made 

'  ^Ir.  P>skine. 
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a  statement  inconsistent  with  his  evidence  in  chief.  If  the  statement 
is  relevant  to  the  issue  and  the  witness  does  not  admit  having  made  it, 
evidence  of  his  liaving  done  so  may  be  brought,  provided  that  the  cir- 
cumstances in  whicli  lie  is  alleged  to  have  made  it  have  been  stated  to 
him.  This  was  laid  down  in  Angus  v.  Smith  (1829),  Moody  &  Malkin, 
473;  Crot'-Ie/j  v.  Faf/e  (1837),  7  Carr.  &  Payne,  789;  uittorriey-General 
V.  Hitchcock  (1847),  1  Ex.  91,  16  L.  J.  Ex.  259,  11  Jur.  478.  These 
decisions  are  now  superseded  by  s.  4  of  tlie  above  quoted  statute 
(28  Vict.  c.  18),  which  provides  that  '^  If  a  witness  upon  cross- 
examination  as  to  a  former  statement  made  by  him  relative  to  the 
subject  matter  of  the  indictment  or  proceeding,  and  inconsistent  with 
his  present  testimony,  does  not  distinctly  admit  that  he  has  made  such 
statement,  proof  may  be  given  that  he  did  in  fact  make  it;  but  before 
such  proof  can  be  given,  the  circumstances  of  the  supposed  statement, 
sufficient  to  designate  the  particular  occasion,  must  be  mentioned  to 
the  witness,  and  he  must  be  asked  whether  or  not  he  has  made  such 
statement." 

Whether  a  witness  is  cross-examined  or  not,  evidence  may  always  be 
brought  by  the  opposite  side  to  show  that  his  general  character  is  such 
that  he  is  unworthy  of  being  believed  upon  his  oath :  3Iawson  v. 
Hartsink  (1802),  4  Esp.  102,  6  K.  R.  841;  Reg.  v.  Brotra  (1867). 
L.  R.,  1  C.  C.  70,  36  L.  J.  M.  C.  5.  Wliere  .such  evidence  is  brought, 
and  the  cliaracter  of  the  witness  is  in  issue,  evidence  may  be  produced 
on  behalf  of  the  witness  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  he  bears  a 
good  character:  Ecr  v.  3Ln'j)hi/  (1753),  19  Howells  St.  Tr.  724;  Jic.r 
V.  Clarke  (1817),  2  Starkie,  241;  Bish(y>  of  DurlKHii  v.  Ih'ainiiniit 
(1808),  1  Camp.  207. 

As  to  the  circumstances  in  which  a  })arty  niay  discredit  his  own 
witness,  see  the  notes  under  the  next  rule. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

Greenleaf  states  the  i-iilc  (1  Evidence,  sect.  110)  :  ••  lUit  it  is  a  well-settled 
rule  that  a  witness  cannot  be  cross-exiiniiiied  as  to  any  tact  wliicli  is  collateral 
and  irrelevant  to  the  issue,  merely  for  tlie  purpose  of  contradicting  him  by 
other  evidence,  if  he  .should  deny  it,  thereby  to  discredit  iiis  testimony.  And 
if  a  question  is  put  to  a  witness  which  is  collateral  and  irrelevant  to  the  issue, 
his  answer  cannot  be  contradicted  by  the  party  who  asked  tlu;  question,  but 
it  is  conclusive  against  him."  Citing  both  principal  cases.  Both  are  embraced 
in  Thayer's  Cases  on  Evidence. 

This  is  sustained  by  Ware  v.  Ware,  8  Greenleaf  (Maine),  52  ;  Lawrence  v. 
Barker,  5  Wendell  (N.  Y.),  :5()1  :  Commonwealth  v.  Buzzell,  1(5  Pickering  (Mass.), 
l.-)7  ;  Howard  v.  Citi/  F.  Im.  Co.,  4  Denio  (N.  Y.),  502  ;  PhUadelphia,  kc.  R.  Co. 
v.  Slimson,  14  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.).  401  ;  Stale  v.  Patterson,  2  Iredell  F.aw 
(Xor.  Car.),  ^Mfi;   Iron  MonNlnin  Ihiiil-  v.  Mnrdork,  (!2  ^Missouri,  70;    Coinb.f  v 
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Winckestei;  39  New  Hampshire,  i:};  7.3  Am.  Dec.  203  ;  Commonwealth  v,  Shaw, 
4  Cushing  (Mass.),  593 ;  People  v.  Bell,  .33  California,  119  ;  Alexander  v.  Kaiser, 
149  Massacluisetts,  321;  Hester  w.  Commonwealth,  8-3  Peuu.  State,  139;  People 
V.  Greenwall,  lOS  New  York,  301  :  Slate  v.  Benner,  (j4  Maine,  207  ;  Madden  v. 
Koester,  52  Iowa,  092;  Statev.  Roberta,  81  North  Carolina,  (i05;  Alger  v.  Castle, 
01  Vermont,  50;  Pullen  v.  Pullen,  43  Xew  Jersey  Eciuity,  130  ;  Stokes  v.  People, 
53  New  York,  164  ;  13  Am.  Rep.  492  ;  Stevens  v.  Beach,  12  Vermont,  585;  3G 
Am.  Dec.  359 ;  Alger  v.  Castle,  01  Vermont,  53 ;  Goodall  v.  iVa^e,  1  Oregon,  333 ; 
80  Am.  Dec.  396 ;  Great  Western  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Loomls,  32  New  York,  127  ;  88 
Am.  Dec.  311  (citing  Harris  v.  Tippett)  ;  Fletcher  v.  Boston  ^  M.  Railroad, 
1  Allen  (]\Iass.),  9  ;  79  Am.  Dec.  095.  See  Thompson  on  Trials,  p.  410,  citing 
Harris  V.  Tippett:  Burney  v.  Torreij,  100  Alabama,  1.37;  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  33; 
Carpenter  v.  Lingenfelter,  42  Nebraska,  728  ;  32  Lawyers'  Rep.  .\nnotated,  422  ; 
State  V.  Raij,  54  Kansas,  100;  Robertson  v.  Common  wealth,  22  S.  E.  Rep'r  (Vir- 
ginia) ;  People  v.  Worthington,  105  California,  100. 

There  is  probably  no  conflict  about  the  general  rule,  but  some  difference 
exists  as  to  what  is  or  is  not  collateral,  Courts  exhibiting  a  greater  or  a  less 
degree  of  indulgence  ou  this  point.  Thus  in  Carroll  v.  Slate,  32  Texas  Crim. 
Rep.  431 ;  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  780,  it  was  held  that  a  witness  may  be  required  ou 
cross-examination  to  testify  concerning  his  personal  history  and  disclose  mat- 
ters tending  to  disgrace,  but  not  to  incriminate  hiin ;  and  his  answer  is  con- 
clusive. In  Citij  of  South  Bend  v.  Hardy,  98  Indiana,  577  ;  49  Am.  Rep.  792, 
a  plaintiff  having  testified  for  himself  in  an  action  for  bodily  injury  by  a 
defective  sidewalk,  it  was  held  that  he  might  be  asked  on  cross-examination 
if  he  had  not  conspired  to  defraud  an  insurance  company,  he  not  claiming  his 
privilege  to  refuse  to  answer.  But  in  State  v.  Houx,  109  Missouri,  654 ;  32 
Am.  St.  Rep.  686,  it  was  held  that  a  witness  cannot  be  compelled  to  testify  to 
his  jirevious  immorality  unless  it  directly  tends  to  prove  some  issue. 

The  admission  or  exclusion  of  disparaging  questions  is  to  a  great  extent 
discretionary,  and  forms  no  ground  of  error.  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Loomis,  supra. 
The  Court  observed :  — 

"  It  has  heretofore  been  understood  that  the  range  of  irrelevant  inquiry, 
for  the  purpose  of  degrading  a  witness,  was  subject  to  the  control  of  the 
))residing  Judge,  who  was  bound  to  pei'mit  such  inquiry  when  it  seemed  to 
liim,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  that  it  would  promote  the  ends  of 
justice,  and  to  exclude  it  when  it  seemed  unjust  to  the  witness,  and  uncalled 
for  bj'  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  The  judgment  now  under  review  was 
rendered  on  the  assumption  that  it  is  the  absolute  legal  right  of  a  litigant  to 
assail  the  character  of  every  adverse  witness,  to  subject  him  to  degrading 
inquiries,  to  make  inquisition  into  his  life,  and  drive  him  to  take  shelter  under 
his  privilege,  or  to  self-vindication  from  unworthy  imputations  wholly  foreign 
to  the  issue  on  which  lie  is  called  to  testify. 

"  The  practical  effect  of  such  a  rule  would  be  to  make  ever}-  witness 
dependent  ou  the  forbearance  of  adverse  counsel  for  that  protection  from 
personal  indignity  which  has  been  hitherto  secTired  from  the  Courts,  unless 
the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case  made  collateral  inquiries  appropriate. 
This  rule,  if  established,  will  be  applicable  to  every  tribunal  having  original 
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jurisdiction.  It  will  perhaps  operate  Jiiost  oppressively  in  trials  before  iiifeiior 
luagistrates,  where  the  parties  appear  in  person,  or  are  represented  by  those 
who  are  free  from  a  sense  of  professional  responsibility.  But  it  nuay  well  b(^ 
questioned  whether,  even  in  our  Courts  of  record,  it  would  be  safe  or  wise  to 
w  ithdi'aw  the  control  of  irrelevant  inquiry  from  the  Judge,  and  commit  it  to 
the  discretion  of  adverse  counsel.  The  interposition  of  the  Court  has  often 
been  necesNary  to  protect  witnesses  from  the  rigor  of  examinations  conducted 
on  the  supposition  that  they  were  entitled  to  such  protection.  When  this 
power  of  protection  is  withdrawn,  is  it  to  be  expected  that  counsel,  deeply 
enlisted  for  their  clients  and  zealous  to  maintain  their  rights,  would  feel 
bound  to  exercise  toward  witnesses  a  forbearance  which  the  Courts  themselves 
refuse  V  " 

"Much  confusion  and  conflict  in  the  treatment  of  this  subject  is  apparent 
in  the  English  text-books,  as  well  as  our  own.  This  is  mainly  due  to  the  fact 
that  the  question  usually  arises  only  at  Nisi  Prius.  I'he  rulings  of  the  Judges 
in  different  cases,  being  on  a  mere  question  of  practice  at  the  trial,  are  not 
the  subject  of  review,  and  ai'e  necessarily  acquiesced  in  by  the  parties.  The 
decisions  in  these,  as  in  all  other  cases,  resting  in  mere  discretion,  have  been 
of  course  inharmonious,  according  to  the  view"S  of  different  Judges  and  the 
vai'ving  circumstances  of  the  cases  in  which  the  question  was  presented.  The 
text-writers,  as  well  as  the  Judges,  differ  in  their  views  as  to  the  rules  which 
should  control  the  exercise  of  this  discretion,  —  some  being  predisposed  in 
favor  of  the  liberal  allowance  of  irrelevant  crimination,  and  others  preferring 
the  practice  of  rigid  exclusion.  Thus  two  writers  as  acute  and  discriminating 
as  Roscoe  and  Peake  cite,  respectively,  Hnrr'nt  v.  Tipjtett,  in  '2  Camp.  (JoS,  and 
that  of  Spenceley  \.  JJe  Wi/loff,  in  7  East,  108,  as  authority  for  propositions 
in  apparent  antagonism.  Roscoe  regards  those  cases  as  establishing  the  rule- 
*  that  questions  not  relevant  may  1)e  ])ut  to  the  witness  for  the  purpose  of  try- 
ing his  credibility':  Roscoe's  Crini.  Ev.  LSI.  Peake  quotes  the  same  cases, 
as  superseding  his  elaborate  discussion,  in  the  text  of  the  first  edition  of  his 
work,  as  to  the  riglit  to  put  such  questions,  and  adds,  that  '  as  it  may  now  lie 
considered  as  settled  that  nuitters  wholly  foreign  to  the  cause  cannot  be 
inquired  into  from  the  witness  himself,  those  arguments  are  now  reprinted 
in  the  appendix':  Norris's  Peake,  20k 

"  But  when  w'e  reflect  that  both  autliors,  in  wliat  they  wrote,  had  in  view 
the  existing  jiractice  of  England,  by  which  the  limits  of  cdUateral  examina- 
tion were  under  the  control  of  the  presiding  .Indgc  the  seeming  conflict  disap- 
pears, and  their  res]iective  conclusions  harmoni'/e  with  eacli  other,  and  with 
the  cases  on  wliicli  they  rest.  Tt  is  entirely  true.  ;is  afHrnied  by  Roscoe,  tiuit 
inquiries  on  irrelevant  topics,  to  discredit  the  witness,  may  be  jiei-niitted  on 
the  trial,  in  tli(^  discretion  of  the  rindge;  ;ind  e(|nally  trne,  as  affirmed  by 
Peake,  that  su(rh  inquiries  may  be  excluded  without  infringing  any  legal 
right  of  th(!  parties.  'J'he  writers  on  evidence  have  end(»avored  to  aid  the 
Courts  in  the  exercise  of  this  discretion,  with  such  results  as  they  sup])osed 
to  be  deducil)le  from  the  various  decisions  at  Nisi  Prius;  but  from  tlie  nature 
of  tlic  case  no  fixed  rule  could  bi'  ilevised  defining  the  right  and  limiting 
tlie  extcMit  of  irrelevant  iiuiniry  wliich  would  be  just  or  safe  in  nniversal 
application." 
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'•  It  often  liappeMs  that  leading  questions  become  appropriate  in  the  course 
of  a  direct  examination  in  eliciting  from  ho.stile  or  unwilling  witne.sses  facts 
material  to  the  issue.  It  happens  often  too  tiiat  the  appearance  and  de- 
portment of  an  adverse  witness  —  his  prevarication,  reluctance  or  ai)parent 
Itias,  the  intrinsic  improbability  of  iiis  testimony  or  its  incongruity  with 
known  facts  —  make  it  the  plain  duty  of  the  Court  to  permit  searching  and 
■disparaging  inquiries  on  matters  irrelevant  to  the  issue,  foi-  the  purpose  of 
aiding  the  jury  in  a  collateral  inquiry  as  to  his  credit.  In  each  of  these,  as 
in  other  like  cases  involving  mere  questions  of  practice,  order,  and  decorum, 
the  right  and  duty  of  decision  are  wisely  committed,  in  this  State  as  in  Eng- 
land, to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  Court  in  which  the  trial  is  conducted. 
Unless  there  be  a  plain  abuse  of  discretion,  decisions  of  tliis  nature  are  not 
subject  to  review  on  appeal. 

"The  proposition  that  no  witness  has  a  right  to  complain  of  an  opportu- 
nity to  vindicate  his  integrity  by  his  own  oath  is  plausible  and  specious,  but 
illusory.  It  ignores  the  indignity  of  a  degrading  inq)Utatiou  when  there  is 
nothing  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case  to  justify  it.  It  ignores  too  the 
humiliation  of  pul)lic  arraignment  by  an  irresponsible  accuser,  misled  by  an 
angi-y  client,  and  shielded  by  professional  privilege.  Few  men  of  character 
or  women  of  honor  could  suppress,  even  on  the  witness-stand,  the  spirit  of  just 
resentment  which  such  an  examination,  on  points  alien  to  the  case,  would 
naturally  tend  to  arouse.  The  indignation  with  which  sudden  and  unworthy 
imputations  are  repelled  often  leads  to  injurious  misconstruction.  A  ques- 
tion which  it  is  alike  degrading  to  answer  or  (h^cline  to  answer  should  never 
be  put,  unless  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  it  is  likely  to  pi-omote  the  ends 
of  justice.  A  rule  which  would  license  indiscriminate  assaults  on  private 
character,  under  the  forms  of  law,  would  contriV)ute  little  to  the  development 
of  truth,  and  still  less  to  the  furtherance  of  justice.  It  would  tend  neither  to 
elevate  the  dignity  of  our  tribunals  nor  to  inspire  I'everence  for  our  system  of 
jurisprudence." 

The  authorities  seem  to  substantiate  the  projiosition  that  a  witness  is 
bound  to  answer  disparaging  questions  if  relevant,  but  as  to  ii-relevant  in- 
quiries it  is  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the  trial  Judge.  '2U  Am.  &  Kng.  Enc. 
of  Law,  p.  8:58,  and  cases  cited :   1  Oreenleaf  on  Evidence,  sects.  4.")4  et  seq. 

Such  questions  may  be  asked  in  criminal  cases  without  producing  the 
record.  So  one  indicted  for  selling  lottery  tickets  may  be  asked  if  he  had 
been  in  that  business,  and  had  been  convicted  of  circulating  lf)ttery  circulars  : 
People  V.  Noelke,  94  Xew  York,  1:57;  4(»  Am,  TJep.  li'S.  So  one  on  trial  for 
murder  may  be  asked  if  he  had  not  l>een  arrested  for  assault  with  intent  to 
kill:  Hunojfy.  Stale,  87  Ohio  State,  178;  41  Am.  Rep.  406.  On  a  trial  for 
larceny,  subject  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court,  and  his  right  to  claim  his 
privilege,  the  defendant  may  be  asked  on  cross-examination  if  he  has  not 
been  arrested  for  robbery:  Stale  v.  Bacon,  13  Oregon,  14o:  .17  Am.  Rep.  8. 
See  also  to  this  effect,  56  Am.  Rep.  4-5 ;  State  v.  P/eferie,  36  Kansas,  90. 
See  notes,  27  Am.  Rep.  140.  So  on  a  trial  for  rape  on  his  step-daughter,  the 
mother,  having  testified  for  the  defendant,  may  be  asked  if  she  did  not  live 
with  him  as  his  mistress  before  the  marriasre :  Exon  v.  State.  33  Texas  Crim. 
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App.  461.  So  a  witness  may  be  asked  if  she  had  not  kept  girls  for  prostitution  : 
State  V.  Hack,  118  Missouri,  92.  A  witness  may  be  asked  if  he  has  not  been 
imjirisoned  for  larceny  and  for  assault :  State  v.  Pratt,  1"21  Missouri,  566 ;  State 
V.  Taylor,  118  Missouri,  153.  A  defendant  on  trial  for  nmrder,  having  testified 
for  himself,  may  be  asked  about  Iiis  previous  arrests  and  prosecutions  :  Parker 
V.  Stale,  biO  Indiana, '284;  and  to  same  effect.  People  v.  Crowletj,  100  California. 
•478 ;  Baker  v.  Slate,  58  Arkansas,  518 ;  Jackson  v.  State,  33  Texas  Criminal  Rep. 
281 ;  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  30;  Bates  v.  State,  60  Arkansas,  450;  State  v.  Black,  15 
Montana,  143;  Hillv,  State,  42  Nebraska,  503;  State  v.  Martin,  124  Missoui'i, 
514;  McLauijldin  v.  Mencke,  80  Mai-yland,  83;  State  v.  Murphy,  45  Louisiana 
Ainiual,  958.  One  on  trial  for  murder,  testifying  to  his  ])eaceable  character, 
may  be  cross-examined  as  to  acts  of  violence  :  Knuj  v.  Slate,  91  Tennessee,  617. 
On  a  murder  trial,  a  witness  testifying  to  defendant's  law-abiding  character, 
may  be  asked  if  he  had  nf)t  heard  of  his  having  engraved  a  die  for  counterfeit 
money:  People  x.  Hite  (Utah),  33  Pacific  Reporter,  254.  Defendant  on  trial 
for  murder  may  be  asked  on  cross-examination  if  he  had  not  threatened  two 
disreputable  women  with  a  pistol:  People  v.  McCormick,  135  New  York,  663. 

In  such  cases  the  negative  answer  of  the  witness  does  not  preclude  the 
production  of  the  record  of  conviction :  Helwig  v.  Laschowski,  82  Michigan, 
619 ;  10  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  378. 

"Where  the  defence  lo  an  action  on  a  note  is  forgery,  and  the  plaintiff's 
agent,  who  procured  the  note,  testified  that  he  saw  defendant  sign  it, 
held  that  he  might  be  asked  on  cross-examination  about  the  negotiation  of 
another  note  claimed  to  be  forged,  unless  he  claims  his  privilege :  Johnston 
Harvester  Co.  v.  Miller,  72  ^Michigan,  2(i5  ;  l(i  Am.  St.  Hep.  .537  ;  see  notes,  16 
Am.  St.  Rep.  543. 

Both  branches  of  the  Rule  are  well  illustrated  l)y  l\ople  y.  Webslei'.  139 
New  York,  73.  This  was  an  indictment  for  murder ;  the  plea  was  self- 
defence.  The  defendant,  testifying  on  his  own  behalf,  was  cross-examined 
(•f)ncerning  his  relations  with  a  woman  with  whom  he  claimed  to  be  living 
under  a  common-law  man-iage.  This  was  held  competent,  the  C^oui't  observ- 
ing: "We  do  not  think  any  eri'or  was  committed  in  pei'initting  the  district 
attorney,  upon  crnss-exaniination  r)f  the  defendant,  to  show  Ihe  circumstances 
under  which  he  met  the  woman  with  whom  he  was  living,  and  the  kind  of 
life  she  was  then  leading.  The  questions  were  all  within  the  range  of  a 
])roper  cross-examination.  Their  manifest  purpose  was  to  prove  that  his 
relations  to  this  woman  were  unhallowed  and  adulterous  in  their  origin  ; 
that  their  subse([ueiit  life  together  was  that  of  libertine  and  mistress,  and 
not  of  husband  and  wife;  and  tliat  his  word  was  fliercforc  not  entitled  to  the 
same  weight  as  if  his  conduct  had  always  been  upright  and  blameless.  It  is 
now  an  elementary  rule  that  a  witness  jnay  be  specially  interrogated  uitou 
cross-«'xamiiuition  in  regard  to  any  vicious  or  criminal  aet  of  his  life,  and 
Jiiay  be  compelled  to  answer  uidess  he  claims  his  privilege.  .  .  .  The  extent  to 
which  disparaging  questions,  not  relevant  to  the  issue,  miiy  Ix'  ]iut  upon  cross- 
examination,  is  discretionary  with  tlie  trial  Court,  and  its  rulings  are  not 
subject  to  i-i'\  iew  here  unless  it  ;i]i|ie;iis  that  (he  discretion  was  abused." 
Fannie    Komaine    was    the  chief   witness    for   (he   defendant,   present  at    the 
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killing.  She  was  a  chambermaid  in  the  employ  of  the  proprietor  of  the 
apartment  hou.se  where  the  killing  took  place.  On  cro.ss-examinatiou  .she 
was  a.sked  questions  tending  to  show  her  great  intimacy  and  friendliness 
with  the  defendant  and  his  alleged  wife,  and  this  was  held  not  collateral, 
and  contradiction  of  her  testimony  by  the  hoLisekeef)er  was  allowed.  She 
was  also  asked  on  cross-examination  if  she  was  not  a  confirmed  opium-eater 
and  under  its  influence  at  the  time  in  question,  and  the  same  sort  of  contra- 
diction of  her  answers  on  this  point  was  approved. 

But  one  on  trial  for  uuu-der  may  not  be  asked  on  cros.s-examination  if  lie 
did  not  "  belong  to  the  Jesse  James  gang  "  :  Clark  v.  Slate:  78  Alabama,  474 ; 
r>(5  Am.  Rep.  4.').  And  one  on  trial  for  burglary  may  not  be  asked  if  he  had 
not  been  arrested  for  bigamy:  People  v.  Crapo,  7G  Xew  York,  :288;  '^2  Am. 
Rep.  302.  In  an  action  by  a  woman  for  her  own  seduction,  she  may  not  be 
asked,  for  the  purpose  of  impeachment,  if  she  had  not  had  .sexual  intercourse 
with  other  men:  Smith  v.  Yaryan,  69  Indiana,  445;  o.')  Am.  Rep.  23-2.  A 
witness  for  the  government  on  a  charge  of  selling  intoxicating  liquors  nuiy 
not  be  asked  if  he  is  not  in  the  habit  of  drinking:  Ptople  v.  Kalder.  93 
Michigan,  025. 

Previous  specific  acts  of  immorality  may  not  be  inquireil  into  unless  directly 
pertinent  to  some  issue :  State  v.  Houx,  109  Missoiu'i,  fi.'34  ;  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 
()86. 

Where  a  witness  was  asked  on  cross-examination  if  she  had  not  taken 
things  that  did  not  belong  to  her,  on  leaving  the  employment  of  M..  and 
answered  in  the  negative,  it  was  held  error  to  allow  contradiction  by  M.  : 
Stokes  V.  People,  53  Xew  York,  164;  13  Am.  Rep.  492. 

But  a  witness  for  the  government  on  a  charge  of  selling  intoxicating  liquors, 
having  denied  that  he  was  intoxicated  on  another  occasion,  may  not  be  con- 
tradicted :  Co??u7io«(reo^/A  V.  Jones,  1.55  Massachusetts.  170;  "it  would  raise  a 
false  issue." 

In  State  v.  Gleim,  17  Montami,  17:  31  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  294,  an 
indictment  for  assault  with  intent  to  kill,  the  defendant,  a  woman,  testified 
on  her  own  behalf.  Of  the  cross-examination,  the  Court  on  her  appeal  from 
conviction,  observed:  "Second.  Upon  the  trial  the  counsel  for  the  State,  on 
the  cross-examination  of  the  appellant,  propounded  a  great  many  questions 
calculated  to  degrade  the  defendant  before  the  jury.  The  inquiry  took  a 
wide  and  varied  range.  She  was  asked  if  she  had  not  rented  houses  for 
purposes  of  prostitution  at  various  places  in  Montana ;  whether  she  had  not 
been  a  kind  of  a  backer  for  the  prostitution  of  female  persons  in  Missoula  and 
Hamilton ;  whether  she  had  not  had  a  fight  with  a  priest ;  whether  she  had 
not  hugged  and  kissed  a  juryman  after  she  had  been  found  not  guilty  of 
some  misdemeanor  upon  one  occasion :  whether  she  had  not  had  a  fight  with 
a  French  prostitute  at  some  time;  and  whether,  at  another  time,  she  had  not 
*  run  a  young  gentleman  through  a  saloon ; '  whether  she  had  not  been  drunk 
when  she  was  in  jail ;  and,  finally,  if  her  picture  did  not  hang  in  the  Rogues' 
Gallery  in  tlie  city  of  Xew  York.  We  cannot  conceive  upon  what  theory  of 
the  law  this  line  of  testimony  was  allowed.  It  was  not  cros.s-examination  of 
"what  appears  by  the  record  to  have  been  the  ajipellanfs  evidence  in  chief,  nor 
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did  it  legitimately  tend  to  impair  the  credibility  of  the  defendant  as  a  witness. 
Its  effect  must  have  been  highly  injurious  and  prejudicial  to  the  defendant 
in  the  minds  of  the  jury.  Most  of  the  matters  involved  in  the  questions 
were  wholly  remote  from  the  question  of  her  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  crime 
for  which  she  was  on  trial,  and  the  investigation  seems  to  have  drifted  to  a 
rambling  assault  upon  the  general  character  of  the  defendant,  extending  not 
only  to  all  of  the  offences  with  which  she  may  have  ever  been  at  any  time 
charged,  or  even  suspected,  whether  rightfully  or  not,  but  likewise  to  cases 
where  she  was  acquitted,  and  to  her  infirmities  of  habit,  her  obscenity  of 
speech,  and  general  depravity  of  life.  Such  an  examination  we  most  ear- 
nestly disapprove  of.  It  was  oppressive  and  unjust,  no  matter  how  wicked  or 
degraded  the  defendant  may  have  been  by  common  report.  We  find  a  well- 
considered  decision,  censuring  such  an  examination  of  a  defendant,  in  the 
recent  case  of  People  v.  Un  Dong,  106  California,  83." 


No   4.  — PRICE   V.   MANNING. 
(c.  A.  1889.) 

RULE. 

It  is  in  the  absolute  discretion  of  the  Judge  presiding  at 
the  trial  whether  to  permit  or  not  to  permit  a  party  to 
cross-examine  a  witness  whom  he  has  called.  Even  if  the 
witness  is  a  hostile  litigant  the  party  calling  him  is  not 
entitled  as  of  right  to  cross-examine  him. 

Price  V.  Manning. 

.58  L.  J.  Ch.  G49-6r)0  (s.  <•.  42  Cli.  D.  •'?72  ;  01  b.  T.  W-M  ;  37  W.  E.  l^f>). 

[649]  Practice.  —  Right  to  Cross-examine  Own  Witness. 

Where  a  party  to  an  action  has  called  a  witness,  he  is  not  entitled  as  of  right 
to  cross-examine  that  witness,  even  if  the  witness  is  a  hostile  litigant.  The  i)ro- 
siding  Judge  has  a  discretion  whether  he  will  allow  the  witness  to  be  cross- 
examined  by  the  party  calling  hiui. 

This  wns  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  Kay,  J.,  and  the  only 
point  on  which  a  report  is  necessary  is  as  follows :  At  the  trial  of 
the  action  hefore  Kay,  J.,  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  called  the 
defendant  to  priwe  certain  correspondence.  The  defendant  was 
then  cross-examined  by  his  own  counsel,  and  on  re-examination 
plaintiff's  counsel  desired  to  treat  the  defendant  as  a  hostile  wit- 
ness and  to  cross-examine  liim.     Kay,  J.,  refused  to  allow  him 
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to  do  so.  It  was  now  contended  before  tlie  Appeal  Court  that  as 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff'  had  called  the  defendant  as  a  witness, 
who  stood  in  a  situation  wliich,  of  necessity,  made  him  adverse  to 
the  party  calling  him,  the  plaintifl's  counsel  might,  as  a 
matter  of  right,  cross-examine  the  defendant,  and  *  the  [*  650] 
judgment  of  Best,  C.  J.,  in  Clarke  v.  Sajfc/u/,  Jly.  &  M, 
126  (27  Pi.  K.  7.36),  was  relied  on  in  support  of  this  contention. 

Stokes,  for  the  appellant. 

Marten,  Q.  C. ,  and  Vernon  R.  Smith,  for  the  defendant. 

Cotton,  L.  J.  The  plaintiff"  says  that  having  called  the  de- 
fendant he  is  entitled  as  of  right  to  cross-examine  liim,  and  in 
support  of  this  contention  Clarice  v.  Sojfei'i/  is  relied  on.  But  in 
my  opinion  that  is  a  matter  in  the  discretion  of  the  Judge ;  he 
sees  the  witness,  and  can  determine  from  his  manner  whether  he 
is  so  hostile  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  allowed  to  cross-examine 
him.  In  Clarke  v.  Suffer y,  Chief  Justice  Best  is  reported  as 
having  laid  down  that  "  if  a  witness  called  stands  in  a  situation 
which  of  necessity  makes  liim  adverse  to  the  party  calling  him, 
as  is  the  case  liere,  the  counsel  may,  as  a  matter  of  right,  cross- 
examine  him."  But  in  Barton  v.  Carew,  reported  on  the  next 
page,  Ry.  &  M.  127  (27  R.R.  737),  Lord  Chief  Justice  Abbott  said 
that  in  each  particular  case  there  must  be  some  discretion  in  the 
presiding  Judge  as  to  the  mode  in  which  tlie  examination  shall  be 
conducted.  In  my  opinion,  whether  the  plaintiff  should  be  allowed 
to  cross-examine  this  witness  was  a  matter  in  the  discretion  of  the 
presiding  Judge,  and  the  Judge  has  exercised  his  discretion,  and 
we  ought  not  to  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  that  discretion. 

Fry,  L.  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  It  has  been 
urged  before  us  that  as  the  plaintiff  called  the  defendant  he  had  a 
right  to  cross-examine  him.  Mr.  Justice  Kay  refused  to  accede 
to  this  view,  and  in  my  opinion  he  did  right.  The  plaintiff'  liad 
no  right  to  cross-examine  the  witness  he  had  called ;  he  could 
only  do  so  with  the  sanction  of  the  presiding  Judge.  It  is  quite 
true  that  in  Clarke  v.  Saffery,  Chief  Justice  Best  appears  to  have 
laid  down  that  a  plaintiff"  calling  a  defendant  is  entitled  as  of 
right  to  cross-examine  him.  In  that  case  the  Vice-Chancellor 
had  directed  an  issue  to  try  whether  a  commission  of  bankruptcy 
in  which  the  defendant  was  petitioning  creditor  had  been  con- 
certed between  the  defendant  and  the  bankrupt,  and  gave  the 
plaintiff'  leave  to  examine  on  the  trial  both  the  defendant  and  the 


160  EVIDENCE. 


No.  4.  —  Price  v.  Manning,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  650.  —  Notes. 


bankrupt.  In  the  course  of  the  trial  the  plaintifl'.s  counsel  called 
the  defendant,  and  an  objection  was  taken  by  the  defendant's 
counsel  to  the  mode  of  examining  the  defendant.  Chief  Justice 
Best  said,  "  There  is  no  fixed  rule  which  binds  the  counsel  calling 
a  witness  to  a  particular  mode  of  examining.  If  a  witness  by  his 
conduct  in  the  box  shows  himself  decidedly  adverse,  it  is  always 
in  the  discretion  of  the  Judge  to  allow  a  cross-examination,"  and 
then  makes  the  statement  to  which  the  Lord  Justice  has  referred. 
I  doubt  whether  the  judgment  is  quite  accurately  reported  as  mak- 
ing the  Judge  lay  down  the  rule  contained  in  the  last  proposition. 
If  it  is  accurate,  I  differ  with  it  as  not  in  accordance  with  the 
practice  of  the  Court.  So  far  as  my  experience  goes,  such  a  right 
does  not  exist,  but  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  presiding  Judge 
whether  the  cross-examination  shall  be  allowed. 

Lopes,  L.  J.  Whether  the  witness  called  by  one  party  is  a 
litigant  or  non-litigant,  it  is  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the  presid- 
ing Judge  whether  the  witness  has  shown  himself  so  hostile  as 
to  justify  his  cross-examination  by  the  party  calling  him.  This 
rule  applies  in  a  case  where  an  opponent  is  called  as  a  witness. 
What  was  said  l:»y  Chief  Justice  Best  in  Clarlxc  v.  Saffery  is  not 
in  accordance  with  the  practice  of  which  I  have  had  thirty-six 
years'  experience.  What  was  said  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Abbott 
in  Barton  v.  Carciv  is  in  accordance  with  the  general  practice. 
I  have  mentioned  the  point  to  the  Master  of  the  Eolls,  Lord 
Justice  LiNDLEY,  and  Lord  Justice  Bowen,  and  their  view  of  the 
practice  is  the  same  as  mine. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

In  Clarice  v.  Safferi/  (1824).  Ryan  &  Moody,  120,  27  R.  II.  73G, 
tlu!  plaintiff's  counsel  having  called  the  defendant  as  a  -witness  wa.s 
allowed  to  cross-examine  him.  The  expressions  used  there  by  Best, 
C.  J.,  having  regard  to  tlie  civcnmstances  under  wliicli  they  were 
cinployed,  are  fully  explained  in  the  judgments  in  the  principal  case. 

In  the  other  case  referred  to  in  tlie  judgments  (^f  Cotton,  L.  J.,  and 
Lopes,  L.  J.,—  r»t)-tnnx.  Cnrew  (1824),  Ryan  .^-  iMoody,  127,  27  R.  R. 
737,  —  AnnOTT,  C.  .1.,  in  idlowing  the  cross-examination  of  an  adverse 
witness,  said  tliat  lie  decided  notliing  furtlier  tluin  tliat,  in  each  j)arficu- 
lar  case,  tliere  must  l)e  some  discretion,  as  above  cited  by  Cotton,  L.J. 

Tlie  right  of  ;i  party  to  <liscredit  by  other  evidence  a  witness  whom 
he  has  liiinself  called,  is  now  regulated  hy  28  Vict.  c.  18,  already  re- 
ferred to  (pp.  151,  li')2,  ante).     Section  3  of  that  Act  provides  that  ''A 
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party  producing  a  witness  sliall  not  lie  allowed  to  impeach  his  credit 
by  general  evidence  of  bad  character,  hut  he  may  in  case  the  witness 
shall,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Judge,  prove  adverse,  contradict  him  by 
other  evidence,  or,  by  leave  of  the  Judge,  proA-e  that  lie  has  made  at 
other  times  a  statement  inconsistent  with  his  [)resent  testimony;  but 
before  such  last-mentioned  [)roof  can  be  given,  the  circumstances  of 
the  supposed  statement,  sufficient  to  designate  the  [)articular  occasion, 
must  be  mentioned  to  the  witness,  and  he  must  be  asked  whether  or 
not  he  has  made  such  statement.'"  A  similar  [irovisiou,  now  repealed, 
was  contained  in  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  s.  22. 
Under  the  latter  section  it  was  held  by  a  majority  of  the  Court  in 
Greenough  v.  Eccles  (1859),  5  C.  B.  (:N".  S.)  786,  28  L.  J.  C.  V.  160, 
5  Jur.  (IST.  S.)  766,  that  to  make  a  witness  ''adverse'*  within  the 
meaning  of  the  section,  so  as  to  entitle  the  part}^  calling  him  to  show 
that  he  has  previoush' made  an  inconsistent  statement,  it  is  not  enough 
that  his  evidence  be  unfavourable,  unless  in  the  opinion  of  the  Judge 
he  is  ''hostile."  It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  the  view  of  the 
other  Judges  seems  hardl\-  to  have  been  concurred  in  by  Cockburn, 
C.  J.,  and  that  in  the  later  case  of  Anstdi  v.  Alexander  (1867),  16  L. 
T.  830,  it  seems  not  to  have  been  adopted  by  Bramwell,  B.,  who 
allowed  a  witness  to  be  treated  as  "adverse  ''  though  he  did  not  regard 
him  as  "hostile."'  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  previous  statement  be 
absolutely  at  variance  with  the  evidence  at  the  trial :  Jackson  v. 
Thomason  (1861),  1  B.  &  S.  745,  :;i  L.  J.  Q.  I?.  11,  8  L.  T.  104.  10 
W.  K.  42. 

The  discretion  given  to  the  Judge  as  to  whether  the  witness  is 
adverse  is  final,  and  liis  decision  is  not  subject  to  review:  Rice  v. 
Howard  (1886),  16  Q.  B.  D.  681,  55  L.  J.  Q.  B.  ;J11,  34  AY.  R.  532. 


AMERICAX  NOTES. 

A  party  introducing  a  witness,  and  thereby  vouching  for  his  veracity,  can- 
not impeach  his  testimony  by  evidence  of  his  bad  character  for  truthfulness, 
nor  by  evidence  of  pi'ior  contradictory  statements  out  of  Court  :  Dunn  v. 
Daiinaker.  87  ^Missouri,  597  ;  People  v.  Jacobs,  49  California.  o84  ;  Smith  v. 
Price,  8  Watts  (Peun.),  417  :  Sanchez  v.  People,  22  Xew  York,  147  :  Ellicolt 
V.  Pearl,  10  Peters  (C.  S.  Sup.  Ct.).  412:  Olive  v.  0/ire.  9.-)  Xortli  Carolina. 
48.5;  Quinn  v.  Stale,  14  Indiana.  ")S9 :  1  Greeuleaf  on  Evidence,  sect.  144; 
Erioin  v.  State,  32  Texas  Criminal  Rep.  519  :  People  v.  Mitchell,  94  California, 
550;  State  v.  Keefe,  .54  Kansas,  197,  Sn}ith  v.  Dawley.  92  lovsa,  312:  Common- 
tcealth  y.  Welsh.  4  Gray  (Mass.),  535;  Chamberlain  v.  Sands.  27  Maine,  458; 
Brewer  v.  Porch,  17  Xew  Jersey  Law,  377 ;  Rockwood  v.  Poundstone,  38  Illinois, 
199;  McDaniel  \.  State,  53  Georgia,  2.53  :  Young  v.  Wood.W  B.  Monroe  (Ken- 
tucky), 134 ;  Fairly  v.  Fnirhi,  38  ^Mississippi,  280. 
VOL.  xr.  —  n 
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But  a  party  surpi-ised  by  liis  witness's  testimony  may  interrogate  liim  as  to 
his  former  statements,  for  the  purpose  of  refresiiing  his  recollection  :  Hurley  v. 
State,  4(j  Ohio  State,  820;  4  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  161 ;  Hildreth  v.  AldrlcJi, 
15  Rhode  Island,  163.  Yet  if  the  witness  denies  having  made  such  statements, 
the  party  is  concluded  from  proving  them  by  others  :  Hurley  v.  State,  supra,  a 
i-emarkably  exhaustive  review  of  authorities.  The  Court  said  :  "  A  diversity 
of  reasons  for  their  contention  is  given  by  the  advocates  of  the  admissibility 
of  evidence  offered  by  a  party  to  prove  conti-adictory  statements  made  by  liis 
witness.  One  is,  that  it  should  be  admitted  in  order  to  set  the  party  right 
before  the  jury;  another,  that  it  is  necessaiy  to  prevent  a  party  from  being- 
sacrificed  by  the  contrivances  of  designing  witnesses  ;  and  still  another,  that 
a  party  should  have  the  same  i-ight  to  impeach  his  own  witness  when  his  tes- 
timony is  unfavorable  to  him,  that  he  has  to  impeach  his  adversary's.  The 
last  one  is  chiefly  urged  by  Jeremj-  Bentham,  in  his  Rationale  of  Judicial 
Evidence,  70-79,  and  adopted  by  Mr.  Appleton  in  his  treatise  on  the  Law  of 
Evidence  ;  but  it  has  never  received  judicial  sanction,  unless  it  be  found 
in  the  opinions  expressed  by  Lord  Denman.  The  first  of  the  reasons  stated 
appears  altogether  insufficient.  The  object  of  judicial  inquiry  is  to  determine 
the  truth  of  the  issues.  To  be  of  any  value  the  evidence  given  should  be  rele- 
vant to  the  issues.  Hence  a  party  may  prove  any  fact  material  to  the  issues, 
though  such  proof  contradict  and  collaterally  discredit  his  own  witness  ;  but 
he  cannot  give  evidence  collateral  to  the  issues,  merely  to  contradict  or  dis- 
credit his  own  witness.  It  has  never  been  claimed  that  such  contradictory 
statements  of  the  party's  witness  are  evidence  of  the  facts  so  stated.  What 
aid  then  can  their  proof  afford  in  ascertaining  the  facts  at  issue?  If  with- 
out such  evidence  the  party  must  fail,  he  must  certainly  do  so  with  it.  The 
only  difference  is,  that  in  the  latter  case  the  party,  in  addition  to  having  a 
cause  which  he  failed  to  prove,  would  have  a  discredited  witness,  by  whose 
testimony  he  attempted  to  prove  it.  It  is  obvious  such  testimony  is  wholly 
irrelevant  unless  it  be  competent  by  way  of  impeachment;  and  if  one  method 
of  impeachment  is  open  to  the  party  calling  the  witness,  no  reason  can  be 
given  why  every  legitimate  means  of  impeachnicnt  should  not  be  allowed 
him. 

'■The  other  reason  assigned  for  the  admissilnlily  of  this  kind  of  testimony 
is,  that  without  it  a  party  might  be  sacrificed  liy  the  contrivances  of  an  artful 
witness,  who,  it  is  said,  might,  through  collusion  with  i\w.  opposite  party,  or 
from  other  vicious  motive,  by  favorable  statements  induce  a  party  to  call  him 
ai'd  then  testify  against  him,  and  in  this  way  ruin  his  cause,  unless  proof  of 
the  previous  statements  of  the  witness  be  permitted.  'I'his  is  but  an  argu- 
ment in  favor  of  the  party's  I'ight  to  imiieach  his  own  witness,  for  it  must  be 
conceded  that  no  other  legitimate  effect  can  be  claimed  from  the  ]n-oof  of  the 
contradictory  statements  than  that  of  neutralizing  the  hostile  t.estimony  by 
casting  discredit  on  the  witness.  Yet  while  this  is  its  only  legitimate  effect, 
tlie  danger  of  sacrificing  one  party  by  admitting  it,  is  not  less  than  that  of 
sacrificing  the  other  l)y  excluding  it.  It  is  not  diflicult  to  understand  that 
the  evil  conseqiuMices  to  be  apprehended  froin  permitting  the  former  state- 
ments of  a  witness,   in   contradiction  of   his   testimony   on  the   trial,  to  be 
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proven  l)y  the  party  calling  hiin,  may  be  .piite  as  serious  and  the  apprehension 
as  well  grounded  as  any  likely  to  result  from  adhering  to  the  rule  as  now 
established.  A  person  might,  from  motives  of  revenge  or  spite,  make  state- 
ments against  the  accused  in  a  criminal  case,  which,  if  true,  would  be  sufficient 
to  convict,  for  the  purpose  of  having  them  comnumicated  to  the  prosecutor, 
and  thus  procuring  himself  to  be  called  as  a  witness ;  and  if  when  put  upon 
his  oath  on  the  trial,  he  testifies  truly  that  he  knows  nothing  about  the  case, 
and  the  prosecuting  attorney  were  then  allowed  to  prove  the  former  state- 
ments of  the  witness,  the  jury  might  give  them  such  weight  as  would  turn 
the  scale  in  a  doubtful  case,  and  the  revenge  of  the  witness  would  be  grati- 
fied. 'I'hen  a  party  might  operate  upon  a  witness  by  inducing  him  to  nuike 
statements  in  his  favor  when  not  under  oath,  for  the  purpose  of  manufactur- 
ing evidence  in  his  behalf;  and  if  when  examined  by  him,  the  witness 
should  feel  the  obligation  of  his  oath,  and  abandon  his  purpose  to  testify 
falsely,  or  he  obliged  to  do  so  under  cross-examination,  the  party  who  oper- 
ated upon  him  would  be  prepared  to  destroy  his  credibility  by  proofs  of  the 
false  siatements  he  procured  him  to  make,  and  thus  not  only  preveait  his 
».eing  injurious,  when  he  could  not  or  would  not  be  useful,  but  have  what- 
ever advantage  such  statements  might  give  him  to  the  jury. 

"  The  rule  that  a  party  cannot  discredit  his  own  witness  by  proving  that 
he  had  nuide  statements  at  other  times  inconsistent  with  his  testimony  on 
the  trial,  is  the  result  of  long  experience,  and  has  been  steadily  adhered  to 
by  the  Courts  of  this  country  and  of  England.  That  the  rule  has  generally 
operated  favorably  hi  judicial  investigations,  can  hardly  be  questioned.  If  it 
be  conceded  it  has  not  had  that  effect  in  every  instance,  as  much  may  be  said 
of  many  well-established  rules  of  law,  and  the  general  good  result  is  to  be 
regarded,  rather  than  the  particular  inconvenience ;  and  it  may  well  be 
doubted  whether  it  is  not  a  sounder  rule  than  that  adopted  by  some  statutes, 
which  leave  it  within  the  unregulated  discretion  of  each  Judge  to  admit  such 
and  only  such  testimony  as  may  seem  to  him  expedient." 

In  Hildrelh  v.  Alclrich,  supra,  it  was  held  that  a  party  may  not  impeach  his 
own  witness  by  proof  of  his  contradictory  statements  to  others,  unless  he  is 
a  witness  whom  the  law  obliges  him  to  call.  The  Court  said :  "  There  are 
doubtless  some  cases  which  support  or  countenance  the  ruling  "  to  the  con- 
trary, "  but  the  weight  of  authority,  both  English  and  American,  is  against 
it,"  citing  Cox  v.  Emjres,  .55  Vermont,  24 ;  45  Am.  Rej>.  7)>i'^,  which  contains 
a  learned  examination  of  authorities  and  reaches  the  same  conclusion. 

If  it  becomes  necessary  for  a  party  to  call  his  adversary,  he  may  ci'oss- 
examine  him  and  show  his  contradictory  statements  :  Brnhaker  v.  Taylor,  76 
Penn.  State,  S:5. 

In  Becker  v.  Kovli.  104  New  York,  394;  5S  Am.  Rep.  515,  on  an  issue  of 
fraud  by  an  assignor  in  the  making  of  an  assignment,  defendant  called  the 
assignor  as  a  witness.  A  portion  of  his  testimony  showed  that  he  had  pro- 
vided for  fictitious  debts.  This  was  followed  by  an  explanation  tending  to 
show  that  they  were  genuine.  It  was  ruled  that  as  the  explanation  stood  un- 
contradicted by  any  other  witness,  defendant  w^as  bound  by  it  because  he 
could  not  discredit  nor  impeach.     Held,  error ;  that  it  should  have  been  sul)- 
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mitted  to  the  juiy.  Peckham,  J.,  .said  that  the  assignor  might  be  regarded 
as  an  adverse  witness,  and  tlierefore  sul)ject  to  cross-examination  and  to 
leading  questions.  He  admits  the  non-adnussibiUty  in  New  York  of  proof 
of  his  prior  contradictory  statements. 

Greenleal  says  that  the  weight  of  aulhority  is  in  favor  of  admitting  proof 
of  prior  contradictory  statements  in  case  of  surprise,  citing  Bullard  v.  Pearsu/l, 
58  New  York,  '230  ;  Commonwealth  v.  Hudson,  11  Gray  (Mass.),  04.  And  to 
this  effect  is  Selocer  v.  Bryant,  54  Minnesota,  434 ;  21  Lawyer's  Rep.  Anno- 
tated, 418,  "  at  least  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial  Court,"  citing  Bank  of 
Northern  Liberties  v.  Davis,  0  Watts  &  Sergeant  (Penn.),  285;  Campbell  v. 
State,  23  Alabama,  7(j ;  Moore  v.  Chicago,  St.  L.,  Sfc.  R.  Co.,  59  Mississippi, 
243  ;  Johnson  v.  Leggett,  28  Kansas,  590.  Consult  a  very  extensive  note,  21 
Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  418  el  seq.  See  also  Davidson  v.  Arsineau,  10  Xew 
Brunswick,  289  ;  Commonwealth  v.  Chaney,  148  Massachusetts,  6 ;  Humble  v. 
Shoemake?;  70  Iowa,  223 ;  Ward  v.  Yoimg,  42  Arkansas,  542  ;  Mitchell  v.  Sa2c- 
yer,  115  Illinois,  650;  Griffith  v.  State,  90  Alabama,  583;  and  in  Smith  v. 
Briscoe,  65  Maryland,  561,  the  admissibility  of  such  evidence  was  held  discre- 
tionary hi  the  Com-t.  In  tlie  last  case  the  Court  said  that  proof  of  different 
statements  should  be  restricted  to  those  made  to  the  party  or  his  attorney  by 
the  witness,  and  ' '  it  should  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Judge  before  whom 
the  case  is  tried  below  to  allow  it  to  be  done.  The  Court  should  be  satisfied 
that  the  party  has  been  taken  by  surprise,  and  that  the  evidence  is  contrary 
to  what  he  had  just  cause  to  expect  from  the  witness  based  upon  his  state- 
ments, and  that  such  statements  were  about  material  facts  in  the  case." 

In  McNerney  v.  Reading,  150  Penn.  State,  611,  it  was  held  that  a  party 
calling  an  unwilling  witness,  and  being  surprised  by  his  testimony,  may  be 
permitted  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial  Court  to  cross-examine  him  as  to  pre- 
vious statements  and  conduct  at  variance  with  his  testimony. 

A  party  surprised  by  adverse  testimony  of  his  witness,  nuiy  examine  hiju 
as  to  contrary  statements,  oral  and  written,  but  may  not  give  evidence  thereof  : 
Hall  V.  Chicago,  R.  /„  (^c.  R.  Co.,  84  Iowa,  311. 

Where  the  adverse  party  is  called  and  examined  by  his  opponent,  he  may 
not  be  impeached,  although  his  testimony  may  be  contradicted.  United 
States  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Vocl-e.  129  Illinois.  5.-)7  :  Graves  v.  Davenport,  50  Federal 
Rei-orter,  881;  Helms  v.  Green.  105  Nortli  Carolina.  251;  Paxlon  v.  Boyce, 
1  Texas,  317;  CtaflJn  v.  Dodsnn,  111  Missouri.  195;  Gabbett  v.  SparLs,  60 
Georgia,  582;  Pickard  v.  Collins,  2:5  Barbour.  444  ;  Warren  v.  Gabriel,  51  Ala- 
bama, 235;  Dravo  v.  Fabc.l,  132  United  States,  487;  Wallach  v.  Wylie,  28 
F^ansas,  138 ;  Tourlellotte  v.  Brown,  4  Colorado  Ct.  App.  377 ;  Hunt  v.  Coe,  15 
Iowa,  197;  Smith  v.  Khancrl,  43  Wisconsin,  181  ;  Dunbar  v.  Meek,  32  Up.  Can. 
Com.  PI.  213.  Tlie  defendant  insists  "that  when  the  plaintiff  called  the 
defendant  as  a  witness  she  gave  him  credit  as  such,  and  so  became  bound  by 
his  evidence  that  he  did  not  abandon  his  wife,  and  .sought  in  good  faith  and 
patiently  a  restoration  of  llicir  marital  relations.  But  by  calling  him  as  a 
witness  the  plaintilf  did  not  hcoonu!  forced  to  admit  as  true  every  fact  to 
which  he  trstificd.  Whih;  nol  at  lil)erty  to  impeach  his  character  for  truth, 
.she  was  at  liberty  to  dispute  .specific    facts,  although    sworn    to   by  him": 
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Cross  V.  Cross.  l<is  New  York.  028.  See  Chandler  v.  Fleeman,  '>()  Missouri, 
2:39;  McDoimhl  v.  Carson,  \)i  North  Carolina,  l!>7  :  Huy  v.  lleid,  S.j  Michi- 
gan, 'JiX);  Muir  V.  C'«///.  10  Q.  B.  Up.  Can.  321. 

A  plaintiff  calling-  dflVnidants  as  witnesses  may  not  prove  their  testinioi.y 
to  be  false  :  (inices  v.  Ihictnporl,  .")U  Federal  Reporter,  881.  But  one  may 
contradict,  although  he  may  not  directly  imj)each,  his  own  witness:  Moffatt 
V.  Tenney,  17  Colorado,  189.  So  where  it  is  sought  to  disprove  testimony 
drawn  out  of  one's  own  w  itness  on  cross-examination  by  the  other  party  : 
Smith  V.  Utesch,  8o  Iowa,  •■)8l. 

The  ouestion  is  mooted,  whether  if  a  parly  calls  a  witness  previou.sly 
called  and  examined  by  the  opposite  party,  and  examines  him  as  to  new 
matter,  thus  making  him  his  own  witness,  he  can  afterwards  impeach  his 
character.  This  ••  is  not  <Mitirely  clear  "  :  DooliLlle  v.  Gavibee,  88  Ilun  (New, 
York),  367.  ••  But  though  a  witness  once  sworn  may  be  re-examined  by  the 
adverse  party,  as  upon  cross-examination,  in  any  stage  of  the  trial  of  a  cause, 
the  (piestion  remains,  whether,  when  a  party  calls  his  adversary's  witness  to 
prove  his  own  cause,  he  so  far  makes  him  his  own  witness  that  he  cannot 
impeach  him.  In  Jackson  ex  ileni.  Van  Shjck  v.  Son  (2  Caines,  178j,  the 
plaintiff  claimed  by  descent,  and  called  a  witness  who,  on  cross-examination, 
proved  by  parol  a  will  made.  The  Court  held  that  the  proof  given  was 
improper,  and  said  the  defendant  made  the  witness  his  own  as  much  as  if 
he  had  called  him.  But  Judge  Savage,  speaking  of  this  case,  in  The  People 
V.  Moore  (1.5  Wend.  422),  says :  •  The  Court  did  not  say  that  a  party  who 
cross-examines  a  witness  makes  such  witness  his  own  so  that  he  cannot 
impeach  him  '  "  :  Mattice  v.  Allen,  33  Barboui-  (N.  Y.  Supr.  Ct.),  .543.  '•  The 
)'ule  on  this  question  is  well  stated  by  Chief  Justice  Shaw  in  Moodij  v.  Roicell. 
17  Pick.  499  ;  and  in  Goss  v.  Turner,  21  Yt.  438."'  Ibid.  And  it  was  there  held 
that  although  new  matter  was  brought  out  on  cross-examination,  this  did  not 
preclude  the  right  of  impeachment.  This  is  followed  in  Mather  y.  Parsotis.  32 
llun  (N.  Y.  Supr.  Ct.),  343.  To  the  same  effect,  Sawrei/  v.  Murrdl,  2  Haywood 
(Nor.  Car.),  397.  But  contra  (without  any  discussion).  Barker  v.  Bell.  i(>  \h\- 
bania,  216.  Where  defendant,  after  plaintiff  had  closed  his  case.  j)ut  in 
evidence  without  cros.s-examining  a  certain  witness  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
recalled  that  witness  and  proved  l)y  him  new  matter  material  to  the  defence, 
]i'.  made  the  witness  his  own.  and  was  not  at  liberty  to  discredit  or  impeach 
him  :  Craig  v.  Grant,  0  Michigan,  447. 
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No.  5.  — EEX  V.   BEOOKE. 
(X.  p.  1819.) 

No.  6.— WOOD  V.   MACKINSOK 
(N.  P.  1840.) 

IIULE. 

After  a  witness  has  been  called  and  sworn,  the  opposite 
party  is  entitled  to  cross-examine  him,  althongli  he  is  not 
examined,  but  is  merely  called  upon  to  produce  a  document. 

But  a  party  is  not  entitled  to  cross-examine  a  witness 
called  by  mistake  and  sworn,  if  the  mistake  is  discovered 
before  any  question  is  put  to  the  witness. 

Rex  V.  Brooke. 

I 

2  Starkie,  472-473  (20  H.  R.  723). 

Witness.  —  Production  of  Documents.  —  Cross-craniination. 

[472]       A  witness  having  been  called  into  the  box  and  sworn  in  the  course  of 
a  prosecution  for  a  misdemeanour,  produces  a  document,  but  is  not  ex- 
amined.    The  defendant  is  entitled  to  cross-examine. 

This  was  an  indictraent  for  perjury. 

The  attorney  for  the  prosecution  was  called  and  sworn, 
[*  473]  and    produced    a    copy    of   a    declaration    in    an    *  action 
brought  by  the  defendant  against  the  prosecutor,  l)iit  he 
was  not  asked  any  ([uestion  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution. 

Scarlett,  for  the  defendant,  insisted  upon  his  riglit  to  cross- 
examine  him  as  a  witness  called  for  the  plaintiff;  and  this  being 
objected  to  on  the  part  of  tlie  prosecution, 

Abbott,  Ld. ,  ('.  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  in  strictness  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  cross-examine,  and  lie  was  cross- 
examined  accordingly. 

The  defendant  was  afterwards  acquitted  upon  the  merits  of  his 
case. 
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Wood  V.  Mackinson. 

2  Moody  &  Robinson,  27:?-27G. 

Witness. —  Called  by  Mistake.  —  Cross-examination. 

A  witness  railed  undor  a  inistakti  of  coiiuscd  as  to  his  beiiii;  able  to  [273] 
speak  to  a  trausaction,  is  not  liable  to  cross-exaniiuation,  tiiough  sworn, 
if  the  mistake  be  discovered  before  any  question  is  put. 

Assuiiipit  for  goods  sold  and  delivered. 

Plea,  non-assump.<^it. 

Cresswell,  for  the  plaintift's,  called  one  Mansell  into  the  box, 
who  was  sworn  in  the  usual  way ;  but  before  he  had  put  any  ques- 
tion to  the  witness,  he  said  he  had  been  mis-instructed  as  to  what 
the  witness  was  able  to  prove,  and  he  should  not  examine  him  at 
all.      The  witness  being  thereupon  about  to  retire, 

Alexander,  for  the  defendants,  claimed  the  right  to  cross- 
examine  him. 

*  Cresswell  objected,  that  as  he  had  not  asked  the  wit-  [*  274] 
ness  any  questi(jn,  the  defendants  had  no  riglit  to  cross- 
examine  him.  He  cited  Sinijjson  v.  Smith,  1  I'hill.  Ev.  909,  8tli 
edit.,  Phillips  v.  Eanior,  1  Esp.  357,  Clifford  v.  Hunter,  .3  Carr. 
&  P.  16,  to  show  that  where  a  witness  had  been  sworn  by  mistake 
he  was  not  subject  to  be  cross-examined  1)y  the  adverse  party. 
Here  he  had  been  instructed  that  Mansell  was  the  witness  com- 
petent to  prove  a  particular  transaction,  part  of  the  plaintiff's 
case ;  but  before  any  question  was  put,  the  attorney  had  discovered 
the  error,  and,  in  fact,  the  witness  was  only  wanted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  producing  a  document. 

Alexander  and  Wiglitman,  contra,  admitted  that  if  the  witness 
had  been  only  called  for  the  purpose  of  producing  a  document, 
and  the  officer  had,  by  mistake,  unnecessarily  administered  the 
oath  to  him  ;  or  if  a  different  person  from  the  one  really  intended 
had  stepped  into  the  box,  and  been  sworn  before  the  error  was 
di.scovered,  in  neither  of  these  cases  could  the  defendants  claim 
the  right  to  cross-examine  him:  but  here  there  was  no  mistake; 
Mansell  was  the  identical  person  whom  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
wished  to  call ;  and  it  was  admitted  that  he  wished  to  call  him, 
not  for  the  purpose  of  merely  producing  a  document,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  evidence.  It  was  not  because  the  party  calling 
the  witness  afterwards  found  it  mi^ht  be  inconvenient  to  brinsr 
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his  testimony  before  the  jury,  that  he  couhl  thus  deprive 
[*  275]  the  adverse  party  of  *  his  right  to  cross-examine  him. 
The  cases  where  it  was  laid  down  that  a  right  to  cross- 
examine  did  not  accrue  where  the  witness  had  been  sworn  by 
mere  mistake,  must  clearly  be  understood  of  a  mistake  on  the  part 
of  the  officer  of  the  Court. 

Cresswell  referred  to  Sinvpson  v.  Smith,  as  showing  that  the 
rule  was  not  confined  to  mistakes  on  the  part  of  the  officer. 

Coleridge,  J.  I  have  considerable  difficulty  in  satisfying- 
myself  that  the  authorities  referred  to,  and  especially  the  case 
decided  by  Mr.  Justice  Holroyd,  Simpson  v.  Smith  (whose  opin- 
ions are  entitled  to  so  much  weight),  refer  merely  to  the  case  of  a 
witness  sworn  by  a  mistake  of  the  officer;  and,  ujjon  the  whole, 
it  appears  to  me  that  the  more  satisfactory  principle  to  lay  down 
is  this,  that  if  there  really  be  a  mistake,  whether  on  the  part  of 
counsel  or  officer,  and  that  mistake  be  discovered  before  tlie 
examination  in  chief  has  begun,  the  adverse  party  ought  not  to 
have  the  right  to  take  advantage  of  this  mistake  by  cross-examin- 
ing the  witness.  Here  the  learned  counsel  explains  that  there 
has  been  a  mistake,  which  consists  in  this,  that  the  witness  is 
found  not  to  be  able  to  speak  at  all  as  to  the  transaction  which 
was  supposed  to  be  within  his  knowledge.  This  is,  I  think, 
such  a  mistake  as  entitles  the  party  calling  the  witness  to  with- 
draw him  without  his  being  subject  to  cross-examination.  If, 
indeed,  the  witness  had  been  able  to  give  evidence  of  the 
[*  276]  transaction  wliich  he  was  called  to  prove,  but  the  *  conn- 
sel  had  discovered  that  the  witness,  besides  that  trans- 
action, knew  other  matters  inconvenient  to  lie  disclosed,  and 
therefore  attempted  to  withdraw  him,  tliat  wonld  ])c  a  different 
case.  I  think  the  defendants  have  liere  no  right  to  cross-examine 
the  witness. 

The  witness  accordingly  withdrew  without  being  cross-examined, 
and  was  afterwards  called  and  examined  by  the  defendants,  as  one 
of  their  witnesses.  '  Verdict  for  pi  a  iydiffs. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

Tlic  rulf-  that  a  witness  who  lias  been  called  by  one  party  may 
be  cro.ss-e.xaniincd  liy  tlie  opposite  party,  altliough  no  question  has 
l)0('n  asked  lilni  in  cliief,  is  also  supported  by  Phillips  v.  Eamor 
(1795),  1  Esp.  357. 
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It  has  been  held,  liowever,  that  a  witness  whose  examination  has 
been  stopped  by  the  Judge  after  he  lias  answered  only  an  immaterial 
question  cannot  be  cross-examined:  Creevij  v.  Can-  (1S35),  7  Carr. 
&  Payne,  G4.  Wliere  a  counsel  in  his  opening  makes  an  assertion  in 
favour  of  his  client,  but  does  not  examine  his  witnesses  as  to  the  fact 
asserted,  tliey  cannot  be  cross-examined  as  to  it:  Lucas  v.  NovosUleski 
(1795),  1  Esp.  297. 

A  person  who  merely  attends  under  a  sabpcena  duces  tecum,  for 
the  pur[)0se  of  producing  a  document  cannot  be  cross-examined. 
Sitmmers  v.  Mosely  (1834),  1  Cr.  M.  &  li.  90,  n.,  even  if  by  mistake 
he  has  been  sworn  and  asked  a  question  which  he  does  not  answer: 
Rusk  V.  Svilth  (1S34),  2  Dowl.  P.  C.  687,  1  Cr.  M.  &  Pv.  94,  4  Tyr. 
675. 

An  additional  authority  for  the  proposition  that  a  witness  called  by 
mistake  cannot  be  cross-examined  is  Clifford  v.  Iluater  (1827^, 
3  Carr.  &  P.  16  ;  M.  &  M.  113. 

"Where  the  Judge  himself  at  the  trial  calls  and  examines  a  witness, 
neither  party  may  cross-examine  such  witness  without  leave  of  the 
Judge:  Coulsou  v.  Dlshorough  (1894),  1894,  2  Q.  B.  316,  70  L.  T.  617, 
42  W.  11.  449.  If  the  evidence  of  such  witness  proves  adverse  to 
either  party,  leave  should  be  given  to  that  party  to  cross-examine  the 
witness  upon  his  answers,  but  a  general  cross-examination  should  not 
be  allowed:    Coulsou  y.  Disborour//i,  supra. 

A  person  who  has  made  and  filed  an  affidavit  for  the  j.urposc  <>f 
being  used  in  a  matter  pending  before  the  Court,  is  liable  to  be  cross- 
examined  upon  it,  and  cannot  be  exempted  from  such  cross-examina- 
tion even  by  the  withdrawal  of  the  affidavit:  Li  re  Quartz  HUl  Co., 
Ex  parte  Youwj  (18S2),  21  Cli.  D.  642,  51  L.  J.  Ch.  940. 

Leading  questions  may  be  put  to  a  witness  on  cross-examination: 
Hex  V.  Hardij  (1794),  24  Howell's  St.  Tr.  755:  Dickinson  v.  Shee 
(1801),  4  Esp.  67  ;  Farkhi  v.  Moon  (1836),  7  Carr.  &  Payne,  408. 

A  question  will  not  as  a  rule  be  allowed  on  cross-examination  which 
is  obviously  irrelevant.  Thus  in  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  on 
a  criminal  charge,  the  defendant  cannot  cross-examine  one  of  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses  as  to  the  bad  character  of  the  plaintiff,  nor  as  to 
previous  charges  made  against  him:  Dou-ning  v.  Butcher  (1841), 
2  M.  &  Kob.  374.  In  an  action  by  a  contributor  to  a  newspaper 
against  one  who  was  registered  as  sole  proprietor,  his  counsel  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  proving  an  admission  by  one  S.,  that  he  was  the  real 
proprietor,  proposed  to  ask  the  editor  in  cross-examination  whether  he 
had  not  agreed  with  S.  that  the  whole  expense  of  editing  the  paper 
should  not  exceed  a  certain  sum.  It  was  held  that  the  question  was 
rightly  disallowed :  Watts  v.  Lyons  (1844),  7  Scott  (X.  S.),  1000,  6  Man. 
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«S:  Gr.  1047,  13  L.  J.  C.  P.  91.  In  an  action  for  nuisance  arising 
from  noxious  vapours  whereby  plaintiff  alleged  that  his  garden  had 
been  injured,  one  of  the  defendant's  witnesses  liaving  stated  in  cross- 
examination  that  he  knew  a  certain  field  and  did  not  know  of  any 
damage  done  there  by  the  vapours,  was  next  asked  whetlier  he  liad 
known  of  any  sum  having  been  paid  by  the  defendants  to  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  field  for  alleged  damage  there.  The  question  was  held 
inadmissible  as  leading  to  a  new  collateral  inquiry:  Teiinant  v. 
Hamilton  (1839),  7  CI.  &  Fin.  122;  1  Rob.  821.  In  an  action  for 
infringement  of  a  trade-mark,  the  defendant  cannot  ask  the  plaintiff 
in  cross-examination  whether  his  goods  were  patented,  with  a  view  to 
show  that  he  had  falsely  advertised  them  as  patented:  Lever  \.  Good- 
win (1887),  W.  N.  (1887),  p.  107. 

But  a  cross-examination  was  allowed  as  to  facts  which  appeared  to 
be  irrelevant  as  relating  to  a  third  person,  the  cross-examining  counsel 
undertaking  to  show  by  other  evidence  that  they  were  relevant:  Ila'igh 
V.  Belcher  (1836),  7  Carr.  &  Payne,  389. 

A  witness  may  be  cross-examined  as  to  matter  irrelevant  to  the 
issue,  in  order  to  discredit  his  testimony  by  what  he  himself  may  state 
in  answer  (see  the  notes  to  Nos.  2  &  3,  p.  \bl,  supra);  but  not  for  the 
purpose  of  contradicting  him  by  another  witness:  Spenceley  v.  De 
W'dlott  (1806),  7  East,  108,  3  Smith,  289. 

By  R.  S.  C.  (1883),  Ord.  :iQ,  r.  38,  "The  Judge  may  in  all  cases 
disallow  au}^  question  put  in  cross-examination  of  any  party  or  other 
witness  wdiich  may  appear  to  him  to  be  vexatious  and  not  relevant  to 
any  matter  proper  to  be  inquired  into." 

A  witness  cannot  be  cross-examined  as  to  the  contents  of  a  written 
document  which  is  not  produced,  Macdonnell  v.  Evans  (1852),  11  0. 
B.  930,  21  L.  J.  C.  P.  141,  16  Jur.  103;  Sideways  v.  Dyson  (1817), 
2  Starkie,  49;  Graham,  v.  Dysfer  (1816),  2  Starkie,  21;  Darby  v. 
Ouseley  (1856),  1  H.  &  N.  1;  25  L.  J.  Ex.  227,  2  Jur.  (N.  S.),  497. 
See,  however,  28  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  5,  as  to  the  right  to  cross-examine  a 
witness  relative  to  a  previous  statement  by  him  in  writing. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

The  principal  cases  are  cited  by  (ireenleaf  (1  Evidence,  sect.  445),  and  he 
continues:  "And  even  where  a  plaintiff  was  under  the  necessity  of  calling 
the  defendant  in  interest  as  a  witness,  for  the  sake  of  formal  proof  only,  he 
not  beinj;-  a  party  to  the  record,  it  has  been  hold  that  he  was  thereby  made  a 
witness  for  all  ]iurposes,  and  Jniglit  be  examined  to  the  whole  case  :  Alorr/on 
V.  P>ri/flf/es,  1'  Stark.  .'51  1.  In  some  of  the  American  Courts  the  same  rule  has 
been  ado))te(]  :  Afoodi/v.  linnwlh  17  Pickcrinj.;  (Mass.),  400 ;  Johtisonx.  Varick; 
7  Cowcn  (X.  V.),2:!H;  2  Wendell  (N.  Y.),  100:  Lins/e;/y.  Lore/y,  2(j  Vermont, 
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123;  Beal  Y.  Nichuh,  2  Ctray  (Ma.ss.),  202.  But  in  others  the  contrary  has 
been  lield  :  Ilanison  v.  Rowan,  3  Washington  (U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  580:  Ellmakcr 
V.  Buchieij,  10  Serqeant  &  Kawle  (l*enn.),  72;  Anheuser-Busch  B.  Ass'n.  v. 
JIutmacher,  127  Illinois,  052;  4  Lawyers'  Kep.  Annotated,  575;  People  v. 
Bishop,  81  Calil'ornia,  116;  Hunsinyer  v.  llofer,  110  Indiana,  394;  State 
V.  Chamberlain,  89  Missouri,  132;  Gale  v.  People,  26  Michigan,  157;  Buck- 
ley V.  Bucklei),  12  Nevada,  423;  Mononrjalida  W.  Co.  v.  Stewarlson,  96  Penn. 
State,  436.  And  the  rale  is  now  considei-ed  by  the  Su2)reme  Court  of  the 
United  States  to  be  well  established,  that  a  party  has  no  right  to  cross- 
examine  any  witness  except  as  to  facts  and  cu'cunistances  connected  with 
his  direct  examination ;  and  that  if  he  wishes  to  examine  him  as  to  other 
matters,  he  must  do  so  by  making  the  witness  his  own,  and  calling  him  as 
such  in  the  subsequent  progress  of  the  cause.  Philadelphia,  ^t.  R.  Co.  v. 
Stimpson,  14  Peters,  448,  401  ;  Donnelly  v.  State,  2  Dutcher  (X.  J.),  463  ;  Floyd 
\.  Boi-ard,  6  Watts  &  Sergeant  (Penn.),  75." 

A  witness  who  gives  some  evidence,  although  merely  formal,  is  subject  to 
cross-examination  upon  all  matters  material  to  the  issue.  People  v.  Barker, 
60  Michigan,  277;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  501.  The  Court  relied  on  Beal  v.  Nichols, 
2  Gray  (Mass.),  264,  holding  that  "  the  adverse  jiarty  has  tlie  right  to  cross- 
examine  the  witness  upon  all  matters  material  to  the  issue,''  although  he  was 
called  merely  to  make  formal  proof. 

A  witness  may  not  be  asked  any  question  on  cross-examination  which 
does  not  tend  to  rebut,  impeach,  modif  j',  or  explain  any  of  his  testimony : 
Atchison,  Sj'c.  R.  Co.  v.  Gants,  38  Kansas,  608;  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  780.  A  witness 
may  not  be  asked  on  cross-examination  what  defendant  said  at  a  meeting,  where 
the  plaintiff  has  introduced  no  testimony  concerning  it :  Wehher  v.  Barry,  66 
^Michigan,  127:  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  466.  A  party  has  no  right  to  cross-examine 
a  witness  except  as  to  facts  and  circumstances  connected  with  matters  stated 
in  his  direct  examination  :  Rosum  v.  Hodges,  1  South  Dakota,  308 ;  9  Lawyers' 
Rep.  Annotated,  817  (citing  Philadelphia,  ^'c.  R.  Co.  v.  Stiinp.'ion,  supra) ; 
Poppers  V.  Meagher,  148  Illinois.  192;  Woodward  v.  State,  33  Florida,  508; 
Hurlburt  v.  Hall,  39  Nebraska,  889. 


No   7.  — HALLETT   v.   MEARS. 

(K.  B.   1810.) 
RULE. 

A  PERSON  who  is  subpoenaed  as  a  witness,  and  who 
attends  the  trial,  but  refuses  to  be  sworn  until  his  expenses 
are  paid,  and  is  in  consequence  not  examined,  may  main- 
tain an  action  for  his  necessary  expenses  of  attendance 
against  the  party  who  subpoenaed  liim. 
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flallett  V.   Mears  and  another. 

13  East,  15-17  (12  R.  11.  29G). 

Witness.  — Subpoena.  —  Expenses. 

[15]  One  who  is  subpoenaed  as  a  witness,  and  attends  at  the  trial,  but  there 
refuses  to  give  evidence  unless  his  expenses  are  paid,  and  is  thereupon  not 
examined,  may  yet  maintain  assumpsit  for  his  necessary  expenses  of  attendance 
against  the  party  who  subpoenaed  him.  There  was  also  evidence  of  a  promise  to 
pay  the  expenses  at  the  time  of  serving  the  subpoena;  which  it  was  contended 
was  waived  by  the  subsequent  refusal  to  be  examined. 

The  present  defendants  had  formerly  brought  an  action  against 
a  third  person,  at  the  trial  of  which  they  had  subpoenaed  the 
present  plaintiff  to  attend  as  a  witness.  The  plaintiff  accordingly 
attended  at  that  trial,  but  refused  to  be  examined,  unless  he  was 
paid  his  expenses  :  this  was  not  done,  and  therefore  he  was  not 
examined  as  a  witness ;  but  he  afterwards  brought  this  action  of 
assumpsit  for  work  and  labour,  expense  of  journeys,  and  attend- 
ance, in  consequence  of  the  subpoena :  and  upon  proof  of  these  facts, 
and  also  upon  slight  evidence  of  a  promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay 
his  expenses  when  he  was  served  with  the  subpoena,  he  recovered 
a  verdict  at  the  last  assizes  at  Chester.     And  now, 

Yates  moved  to  enter  a  nonsuit ;  contending  that  there  was 
no  foundation  for  maintaining  the  action  either  upon  the  express 
or  upon  an  implied  promise  :  not  upon  the  evidence  of  the  promise 
in  fact,  because  he  had  waived  it  by  refusing  to  be  examined  at 
the  trial  unless  his  expenses  were  then  paid ;  and  therefore  the 
consideration  of  tlie  promise,  if  any,  namely,  the  attending  and 
giving  evidence,  was  not  complied  with.  Nor  upon  an  implied 
promise;  for  there  was  no  tender  of  his  expenses  when  he  was 
served  with  the  subpoena,  and  therefore  he  could  not  have 
[*ir)]   *been   attached^    for    non-attendance   at    the    trial:    nor 

^    Vide  Tidd's  Prac.  ch.  35,  which  cites  aiico  of  tiie  witness  at  tlie  place  of  trial. 

C'lidjiman  v.  Polnfon,  2  Stra.  1 1 50  ;  fiowh's  Wiiat  shall  ho  tlie  measure  of  necessary  ex- 

\.  Jd/mson,    1    W.    Bl.  36;    aiul  Fuller   v.  penses  is  stated  soniewliat  more  larj^ely  iu 

Preulice,    1    H.    Bl.    49     (2    U.     \\.    715).  Mr.  FcM'd's  MS.  note  of  C'Aa/^wan  v. /'(«/y«- 

AU    these   ca.se.s    agree,  and    the  last  of  tot),  K.  14  Ges.  2.  —  liyder  and  Fletcher, 

them    distinctly   states    that    unless    tlie  two  witnesses,  were  subpoenaed  eij^ht  miles 

whole  necessary  ex])eiiscs  of  the  journey  hevdiid  Chester,  to  attend  in  town  at  the 

to  anil  from  tiio  ))Iace  of  trial,  and  of  the  trial  of  tiiis  cause,  and  two  guineas  each 

witness's  necessary  stay  there,  i)e  tendered  were  tendered  to  them,  liut  they  refused 

with   tiie    suhpreiia,    the    Court    will    not  tlu;   money  ;    objecting    that    it   was   too 

grant  an  atfailinicnt   for   llic    noii-attfnd-  little:  the  suninioiier  denied  giving  them 
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was    there   any   remedy    against   him  under   the    statute 
(5  Eliz.  c.  9,  s.  12),  as  *  where  a  guinea  was  paid  to  and      [*  17] 
accepted    by  the    party    subpoenaed  at  the  time,   with    a 
promise  to  pay  the  residue.     Pearson  v.  Isles,  Doug].  556,  and  vide 
Goodiviii  V.  West,  Cro.  Car.  522,  there  cited.^ 

But  the  Court  lield  that  the  action  well  lay :  the  witness  obeyed 
the  subpoena,  and  attended  at  the  trial,  and  was  ready  and  willing 
to  have  been  examined  if  the  defendant  who  subpoenaed  him 
would  have  paid  him  his  expenses  ;  and  it  was  the  defendant's 
own  fault  that  the  witness  was  not  examined.     They  therefore 

Refused  the  rule. 
ENGLISH  NOTES. 

By  5  Eliz.  c.  9,  s.  12,  it  is  provided  that  If  any  person  upon  whom 
any  process  out  of  a  Court  of  Kecord  shall  be  served  to  testify  concern- 
ing any  cause  or  matter  depending  there,  and  having  tendered  to  him 
according  to  his  countenance  or  calling  such  reasonable  sums  of  money 

anything  more ;  on  wliich  the  witnesses 
neglected  to  attend.  It  was  sworn  that  a 
horse  could  not  be  hired  for  the  Journey 
under  £\  Ss.  And  now  upon  a  motion 
for  an  attacliinent  against  them,  it  was 
insisted  they  might  have  come  on  foot, 
or  in  a  cart ;  that  there  was  no  necessity 
for  a  horse  ;  and  if  they  had  hired  horses, 
such  expenses  must  have  fefeeu  paid  before 
the  witnesses  would  liave  been  obliged  to 
be  sworn,  and  therefore  they  ought  to 
have  come  up. 

Sed  per  CfR.  —  A  man  is  not  bound  to 
trust  for  payment  upon  the  trial.  The 
jiarty  who  would  have  the  benefit  of  a 
witness's  testimony  must  tender  him  suffi- 
cient to  bear  his  charges  backwards  and 
forwards,  or  otherwise  he  is  not  obliged 
to  attend.  The  design  of  the  witnesses  to 
travel  on  horseback  was  reasonable.  And 
it  was  said  that  the  directions  of  Stat. 
5  Eliz.  c.  9,  which  recjuires  a  tender  of 
.rea.sonable  charges,  was  the  guide  of  the 
Court  in  cases  of  this  kind  ;  that  the  sum 
tendered  here  was  much  too  small;  and 
so  the  rule  was  disciuirged. 

Wright.  J.,  said,  that  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  an  attachment  against 
witnesses  for  not  attending  in  pursuance  of 
a  subpoena  was  never  granted,  but  had 
often  been  refused  ;  and  though  this  Court 
would  censure  a  witness,  yet  if  it  was 
doubtful  whether  the  sura  tendered  wa.s 


sufficient,  the  Court  ought  to  leave  the 
party  injured  to  his  remedy  at  law.  That 
they  ought  not  in  process  of  contempt  to 
be  balancing  too  ni_-ely  the  expenses  of 
travellers.  That  if  a  ivitness  insisted  on 
riding  post,  he  did  not  know  the  Court 
ought  to  grant  an  attacliment  for  his  non- 
attendance,  if  the  jierson  requiring  his 
attendance  refused  to  accommodate  him 
with  such  a  passage ;  and  that  the  only 
true  foundation  to  grant  an  attachment 
was  some  obstinacy  or  contempt  in  the 
party. 

-  In  the  former  case  the  action  was 
of  debt  upon  the  Statute  .5  Eliz.  c.  9,  and 
was  brought  to  recover,  as  well  the  penalty 
of  £10  thereby  given  for  the  non-attend- 
ance of  the  witness  suhpffinaed,  as  also 
the  fiirtlier  rpcomiiense  directed  bv  the 
same  statute  to  be  yielded  to  the  party 
grieved,  "  by  the  discretion  of  the  Judge 
of  the  Court  out  of  which  the  process 
shall  be  awarded."  This  further  recom- 
pense, it  was  decided,  must  be  assessed  by 
the  Court  out  of  which  the  process  issued, 
and  not  by  the  .Judge  or  jury  at  Nisi  Prius. 
The  current  of  actions  noticed  in  the  books 
for  this  species  of  default  is  upon  the 
statute.  But  Lord  Mansfield,  in  the 
last-mentioned  case,  says,  "  An  action  will 
lie  for  damages  against  a  material  witness 
who  absents  himself  without  any  excuse  : 
but  that  must  be  an  action  on  the  case." 
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for  his  costs  and  charges,  as  with  regard  to  the  distance  of  the  place  is 
necessary  to  be  allowed,  do  not  apjjear  according  to  the  tenor  of  the 
process,  not  Jiaving  a  lawful  and  reasonable  cause  to  the  contrary,  lie 
shall  forfeit  for  every  such  offence  £10,  and  yield  such  other  recompense 
to  the  party  grieved  as  by  the  discretion  of  the  Judge  of  the  Court  out 
of  which  the  process  issues  shall  be  awarded. 

The  remedy  provided  by  this  section  is  not  much  resorted  to  because 
of  the  inconvenience  of  having  to  refer  the  assessment  of  the  "other 
recompense  "  to  the  Judge  of  the  Court  out  of  which  the  process  has 
issued. 

An  action  for  damages  which  is  also  available,  Pearson  v.  Isles 
(1781),  Dougl.  5oG  (see  per  Lord  Mansfield,  p.  173,  >/.  2,  su/)rri),  is 
more  common. 

It  is  further  o2)en  to  move  for  a  writ  of  attachment  against  the 
witness.  This  is  granted  on  the  same  conditions  on  which  an  action 
on  the  above  Statute  is  maintainable  :  per  Lee,  C.  J.,  in  Boicles  v. 
Johnson  (1748),  1  W.  Bl.  36.  The  party  applying  for  it  should  show 
by  affidavit  that  the  original  subpoena  was  shown  to  the  witness  at  the 
time  of  service,  and  must  clearly  make  out  that  he  has  been  guilt\'  of 
the  contempt  alleged:    Garden  v.  Cresswell  (1837),  2  M.  &  W.  319. 

A  subpoena  without  a  tender  of  expenses  will  not  make  a  person 
liable  to  attachment  who  after  coming  to  the  assizes  refuses  to  be 
sworn.  Bowles  v.  Joli/ison,  sujrra  ;  ///,  re  WorkliKj  Men's  Mutual 
Societi/  (1882),  21  Ch.  D.   831,   51  L.  J.  Ch.  850,  30  W.  R.  938. 

The  proper  time  for  making  the  tender  is  when  the  subpoena  is 
served:  Fuller x.  Prentice  (1788),  1  H.  Bl.  49,  2  K.  R.  715. 

A  witness  who  has  been  subpoenaed  by  both  parties  to  a  cause, 
and  is  called  upon  by  one  of  them  to  give  evidence  at  the  trial,  may 
refuse  to  do  so  until  all  his  expenses  are  paid  by  that  party,  although 
the  other  party  may  have  been  the  first  to  subpoena  him.  Allenx. 
Yoxall  (1844),  1  C.  &  K.  315.  But  a  witness  who  has  been  duly  sub- 
poenaed cannot  refuse  to  be  examined  on  the  ground  that  his  expenses 
of  former  attendances  have  not  been  paid  :  Gaunt  v.  JoJinson  (1848), 
6  Beav.  551  ;  and  a  party  to  a  cause,  about  to  attend  it  on  his  own 
account,  has  no  right,  on  being  subpoenaed  by  the  other  side,  to  object 
to  be  sworn  nntil  he  has  recoi.vod  his  expenses:  Peed  v.  Fairless 
(1863),  3  F.  &  F.  958,  8  L.  T.  853. 

The  witness  may  waive  his  right  to  expenses.  This  he  has  been 
held  to  have  done  by  accepting  with  Ihe  subpoena  an  inadequate  sum: 
Goodwin  v.  West  (1637),  Cm.  Car.  522;  Betieley  y.M'Leod  (1837),  3 
Bing.  N.  C.  405  ;  Goff  V.  Mills  (1844),  2  I).  &  L.  23,  13  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
227,  8  Jur.  758;  and  in  one  case,  a  witness,  by  going  to  the  assize 
town  before  being  })aid  tlie  cost  of    his  j(iunu>y  thither,  was  lield    to 
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liave  waived  the  expenses  of  that  journey  :  Newton  v.  Harland  (1840), 
1  M.  &  G.  956,  1  Soott  (N.  S.),502,  4  Jur.  <J9l'.  A  witness  whu,  after 
waiving  liis  right  tu  expenses,  fails  to  attend,  becomes  liable  to  an 
action  under  the  Statute,  Gooiliclu  v.  West  (1037),  sapra,  or  to 
attachment,    6rojf  v.  J/i7/.<  (1844),  suju-a. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  in  the  ruling  case  of  HalLctt  v.  Meurs  there 
•was  some  slight  evidence  of  an  express  promise  to  ])ay  the  expenses 
of  the  witness,  lUit  the  Court  do  not  seem  to  have  decided  the  case  on 
that  ground.  It  also  appears  from  PeU  v.  Datibneij  (1850),  2  Ex.  955, 
20  L.  J.  Ex.  44,  tliat  an  express  contract  is  unnecessary,  and  that 
the  promise  may  be  inferred  from  mere  fact  of  attendance. 

The  solicitor  who  subpoenas  a  witness  on  behalf  of  his  client  does  not 
contract  personally  to  pay  the  expenses  of  such  witness,  and  cannot  be 
sued  in  respect  tliereof  :  Hoh'ins  \.  Brld'/e  (1837),  3  M.  &  W.  146, 
6  Dowl.  140. 

Where  a  witness  who  had  been  subpoenaed  by  both  parties,  and  had 
attended  on  both  subpoenas  at  different  times,  was  paid  b}'  the  success- 
ful party  a  certain  sum  in  respect  of  expenses,  part  of  which  was  after- 
wards taxed  off  and  repaid,  it  was  held  that  such  repayment  did  not 
deprive  the  witness  of  his  right  of  action  against  the  other  party  for 
that  amount :  Hale  v.  Bates  (1858),  El.  Bl.  &  El.  575,  28  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
14,  4  Jur.  (N.  S.)  1106. 

An  action  for  monej'  had  and  received  was  held  maintainable  to 
recover  back  conduct  money  paid  to  a  witness  uiuler  the  above  Statute, 
where  in  consequeuce  of  the  cause  being  settled  no  trial  took  place  and 
the  witness  incurred  no  expense :  Martin  v.  Andrews  (1856),  7  El.  & 
BL  1,  26  L.  J.  Q.  B.  39,  2  Jur.  (X.  S.)  1121.  In  such  a  case  it 
seemingly  makes  no  difference  that  the  party  paying  the  money  has 
had  the  sum  allowed  on  taxation  of  costs,  if  in  fact  he  has  not  obtained 
it:  Martin  v.  Andreivs,  supra.  But  where  both  parties  required  a 
witness  to  attend,  and  he  received  payment  from  both,  although  the 
payment  made  by  the  successful  party  was  afterwards  repaid  him  by 
the  loser  as  part  of  the  taxed  costs,  it  was  held  that  the  loser  could 
not  recover  back  the  amount  from  the  witness  in  an  action  for  money 
had  and  received:   Crovipton  v.  Hutton  (1810),  3  Taunt.  230. 

A  tender  of  expenses  is  not  usually  required  in  criminal  cases: 
Bex  V.  Cooke  (1824).  1  Carr.  &  Payne.  321.  .322;  Reg.  v.  Covsens  (1850). 
Russell  on  Crimes,  5th  edit.  599.  The  Court,  however,  is  empowered 
by  various  statutes  to  allow  the  expenses  of  a  witness  in  cases  of 
felony  and  in  many  cases  of  misdemeanour. 

Formerly  questions  often  arose  as  to  the  amount  of  remuneration 
to  which  witnesses  were  entitled  in  different  cases.  That  is  now 
largely  regulated  as  regards  civil  proceedings  in  the  High  Court  by 
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the  table  of  allowances  which  came  into  operation  in  1853  under  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  and  wliich  remains  in  force  under 
R.  S.  C.  1883,  Ord.  05,  r.  27,  suh-r.  37. 

Sub-rule  9  of  that  rule,  however,  provides  that  ".  .  .  sucli  just  and 
reasonable  charges  and  expenses  as  appear  to  have  been  properly 
incurred  in  procuring  evidence  and  the  attendance  of  witnesses,  are 
to  be  allowed  ;"  and  it  has  been  held  that  as  to  matters  arising  under 
this  provision,  the  taxing  officer  should  exercise  his  discretion  without 
reference  to  the  scale :  Turnhull  v.  Janson  (1878),  3  C.  P.  D.  264  ; 
17  L.  J.  C.  P.  384  ;  East  Stonehouse  Local  Board  v.  Victoria.  Breicery 
Co.  (1895),  1895,  2  Ch.  514,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  793,  73  L.  T.  54,  43  W. 
R.  585. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

"  The  better  opinion  seems  to  be,  that  without  payment  of  liis  fees,  he  is 
not  bound  to  submit  to  an  examination  "  :  1  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  sect.  310  ; 
Mattocks  V.  Whcaton,  10  Vermont,  493  ;  Bliss  v.  Bralnard,  42  New  Hampshire, 
255;  Atwood  Y.  Scott,  99  Massachusetts,  177;  96  Am.  Dec.  728;  BeauUeuy. 
Parsons,  2  Minnesota,  37. 

The  witness  may  maintain  an  action  for  his  fees,  whether  examined  or 
not:  Gunnison  v.  Gunnison,  41  New  Hampshire,  121;  77  Am.  Dec.  764 
(citing  the  principal  case) ;  Fuller  v.  Mattice,  14  Johnson,  357 ;  Worland  v. 
Qutten,  3  Dana  (Kentuckj-),  477;  De  Bennecille  v.  De  Benneville,  1  Binney 
(Penn.  State),  46;  Leigh  v.  Hodges,  3  Scammon  (llHiiois),  15.  Even  in  a 
criminal  case  when  attending  for  defenda^it :  Bennett  v.  Krotli,  37  Kansas, 
235 ;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  248. 

Some  cases  hold  that  an  expert  may  refuse  to  testify  on  matters  of  science 
or  skill  for  the  ordinary  fees :  Buchman  v.  State.  59  Indiana,  1 :  26  Am.  Rep.  75. 
But  the  weight  of  authority  is  to  the  contrary :  Ex  parte  Dement,  53  Alabama, 
389;  25  Am.  Rep.  611 ;  Summers  v.  State,  5  Texas  Appeals,  365;  32  Am.  Rep. 
573;  Attorney-General,  Petitioner,  104  Massachusetts,  537;  Flinn  v.  Prairie 
County,  60  Arkansas,  204 ;  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  168  ;  27  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated, 
669. 
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Section  II.  —  WJud  Evidence  is  gcneraUi/  Admissible. 

No.    8. —  BARTLETT   v.    SMITH. 

(EX.  1843.) 

KULE. 

The  Judsre  must  determine  whether  evidence  is  or  is  not 

o 

admissible.  And  if  the  admissibility  of  a  document  de- 
pends on  a  question  of  fact  upon  which  evidence  is  ten- 
dered, the  Judge  must  receive  that  evidence  and  adjudicate 
upon  the  fact  without  submitting  it  to  the  jury. 

Bartlett  v.  Smith. 

11  Meeson  &  Welsby,  483-486  (s.  c.  12  L.  J.  Ex.  287  ;  7  Jur.  448). 

Eoidencc.  —  AdinlssihiUtij.  —  Judge  and  Jury. 

Where  the  admissibility  of  ii  bill  of  exchange,  purporting  to  be  a  [48-33 
foreign  bill,  and  stamped  accordiugly,  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that, 
though  it  purported  to  be  drawn  abroad,  it  was  in  fact  an  inland  bill,  drawn  in 
London,  and  evidence  was  offered  to  prove  that  fact:  Held,  that  the  Judge 
ought  to  have  received  the  evidence  in  that  stage  of  the  cause,  and  decided  upon 
tlie  admissibility  of  tlie  instrument,  and  not  to  have  received  the  evidence  after- 
wards, as  part  of  the  defendant's  case,  and  submitted  it  to  the  jury. 

Assumpsit  by  the  indorsee  against  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of 
exchange.  The  declaration  stated,  that  the  defendants,  on,  &c., 
made  their  certain  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and  directed  the 
same  to  Mr.  John  E.  Butcher,  Dublin,  and  thereby  required  the 
said  J.  E.  Butcher  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  defendants,  in  London, 
the  sum  of  X17.  It  then  alleged  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  to 
the  plaintiffs. 

*  The  defendant,  by  his  pleas,  denied  the  drawing  and  [*  484] 
indorsement. 

At  the  trial  before  the  undersheriff  of  Middlesex,  the  bill,  when 
produced,  appeared  to  be  drawn  in  Dublin,  payable  in  London,  and 
was  stamped  as  a  foreign  bill.  On  the  plaintiff's  counsel  proposing 
to  read  it  in  evidence,  the  defendant's  counsel  objected,  on  the 
ground  that,  although  the  bill  purported  to  be  drawn  in  Dublin, 
it  was  in  fact  drawn  in  London,  and  being  therefore  an  inland  bill, 
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required  a  higher  stamp  ;  and  proposed  to  give  evidence  of  that 
fact.  The  undersheriff,  however,  said,  that  as  the  bill  was  not 
objectionable  on  the  face  of  it,  he  should  allow  the  case  to  proceed ; 
on  which  the  defendant's  counsel  addressed  the  jury,  and  after- 
wards adduced  evidence  to  show  that  at  the  time  tlie  bill  bore 
date,  the  drawer  was  in  London  :  whereupon  the  undersheriff.  left 
it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  bill  was  drawn  in  London  or 
Dublin,  but  reserved  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit,  if  this  Court  should  think  he  ought  to  have  received  the 
evidence  in  the  first  instance,  and  to  have  decided  upon  it.  The 
jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 

K.  V.  Eichards,  on  a  former  day  in  this .  term,  obtained  a  rule 
for  a  nonsuit  accordingly. 

Crowder  and  Hughes  showed  cause.  The  evidence  tendered 
was  insufficient.  In  Ahraham  v.  DuBois,  4  Camp.  269,  it  was  held 
by  Lord  Ellenborough,  that  in  order  to  prove  that  a  bill  of 
exchange  purporting  to  Ije  drawn  abroad  was  in  fact  drawn  in 
England,  it  is  not  sufficient  barely  to  show  that  the  drawer  was 
in  England  at  the  time  it  bore  date.  Undoubtedly,  in  Bire  v. 
Moreau,  2  C.  &  P.  376,  it  appears  to  have  been  held  by  Best,  C.  J., 
that  if  it  appear  from  the  evidence  that  the  drawer  was  in  Eng- 
land on  the  day  on  which  the  bill  purported  to  be  drawn, 
[*  485]  the  defendant  will  be  entitled  to  a  *  verdict.  But  there 
the  question  was  left  to  the  jury.  [Alderson,  11  —  That 
is  leaving  to  the  jury  the  question  whether  the  document  is  or  is 
not  admissible  in  evidence.  Parke,  B.  —  The  undersheriff  surely 
must  decide  for  himself  whether  the  evidence  is  or  is  not 
admissible.] 

R.  V.  Richards  and  Meteyard,  contra.  The  undersheriff  ought 
to  have  received  the  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  his  own 
mind  as  to  when  the  bill  was  drawn,  and  deciding  upon  its  admis- 
sibility, and  not  to  have  left  the  case  to  the  jury. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.  T  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be 
made  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  but  not  to.  enter  a  nonsuit.  All 
questions  respecting  the  admissibility  of  evidence  are  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  Judge,  wlio  ought  to  recciv(i  that  evidence,  and 
decide  upon  it  without  any  reference  to  the  jury.  In  all  cases 
where  an  objection  is  made  to  the  competency  of  witnesses,  any 
evidence  to  show  their  incompetency  must  be  received  by  the 
Judge,  and  adjudicated  on  by  him  alone.     So,  in  the  present  cnsc, 
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evidence  offered  to  impeach  the  adiui.s.sibihty  of  the  bill,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  improperly  «tam[)ed,  should  have  i»een  received 
ny  the  Judge,  and  determined  liy  him  liefore  the  bill  was  allowed 
to  be  read  to  the  jury.  When  the  objection  was  made  that  the 
bill  bore  a  wrong  stamp,  the  undersherilf  ought  to  have  received 
the  evidence  to  impeach  it,  before  he  allowed  the  bill  to  be  read; 
and  it  was  for  him  to  say  whether  the  evidence  adduced  for  the 
purpose  was  such  as  to  satisfy  him  or  not.  The  evidence  tendered 
w^as  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  bill  ought  not  to  be  read 
at  all ;  and  if  the  undersheriff  rejected  it  in  the  first  in.stance,  he 
ought  not  to  liave  received  it  afterwards  and  submitted  it  to  the 
jury.     There  ought,  therefore,  to  be  a  new  trial. 

Parke,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  All  preliminary 
*  matters  of  this  kind  are  to  l)e  determined  by  the  Judge,  [*  486] 
not  by  the  jury.  I  well  recollect  the  case  of  Majoi^  Camp- 
hell,  who  was  indicted  for  murder  in  Ireland  ;  and  on  a  dying 
declaration  being  tendered  in  evidence,  the  Judge  left  it  to  the 
jury  to  say  whether  the  deceased  knew,  when  he  made  it,  that  he 
was  at  the  point  of  death.  The  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  the 
course  adopted  in  that  case  was  sent  over  for  the  opinion  of  the 
English  Judges,  who  returned  for  answer  that  the  course  taken 
was  not  the  right  one,  and  that  the  Judge  ought  to  have  decided 
the  question  himself.  There  was  also  a  case  before  myself  at 
York,  where  a  witness  was  objected  to  by  a  prisoner  as  incom- 
petent, and  the  question  arose  as  to  the  course  to  be  adopted 
under  such  circumstances :  I  took  the  opinion  of  all  the  Judges 
upon  it,  who  held  that  I  ought  to  have  received  all  the  evidence 
advanced,  both  to  impeach  the  competency  of  the  w'itness,  and 
in  support  of  it,  before  I  allowed  him  to  give  any  evidence  to  the 
jury.  In  like  manner,  it  is  for  the  Judge  to  say  whether  an 
instrument  which  is  proposed  to  be  given  in  evidence  is  properly 
stamped  or  not,  and  to  decide  upon  the  evidence  respecting  its 
admissibility. 

Aldersox,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  "Where  a  question 
arises  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence,  the  facts  upon  which 
its  admissibility  depends  are  to  be  determined  by  the  Judge,  and 
not  by  the  jury.  If  the  opposite  course  were  adopted,  it  would 
be  equivalent  to  leaving  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  a  particular 
thing  were  evidence  or  not.  It  might  as  well  be  contended  that 
A  Judge  ought  to  leave  to  the  jury  the  question,  whether  sufficient 
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search  had  been  made  for  a  document  so  as  to  admit  secondary- 
evidence  of  its  contents. 

KOLFE,  B.,  concurred.  Mule  absolute  for  a  neiv  trial. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

The  principle  of  the  ruling  case  was  followed  b^^  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer in  Cleave  v.  Jones  (1852),  7  Ex.  421,  21  L.  J.  Ex.  105,  where 
a  collateral  issue  was  raised  as  to  whether  a  comiuunication  proposed 
to  be  elicited  in  evidence  was  privileged.  In  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment Parke,  B.,  observed:  "All  collateral  matters,  for  instance^ 
the  admission  of  evidence,  are  for  the  Judge."  And  the  Court,  adopt- 
ing this  view,  discharged  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  which  had  been  ob- 
tained on  the  ground  that  the  Judge  had  rejected  the  evidence.  Thus 
it  is  for  the  Judge  to  decide  whether  the  circumstances  in  which  a  dying 
declaration  was  made  are  such  as  to  entitle  it  to  be  received  in  evidence. 
ISee  besides  the  case  of  Major  Cam.phell  referred  to  by  Parke,  B. 
(p.  179,  *SM/??'a),  Rex  v.  Johns  (1790),  1  Leach,  504,  n.;  Rex  v.  Hacks 
(1816),  1  Stai'kie,  523.  These  and  other  decisions  to  the  like  effect  have 
overruled  the  contrar}^  view  which  was  expressed  by  Eyrk,  C.  B.,  in  Rex 
V.  Woodcock  (1787),  No.  17,  ^yost,  1  Leach,  500;  Leach's  Crown  Laws» 
563.  So  also,  where  the  admissibility  in  evidence  of  the  statement  of 
a  deceased  person  depends  upon  his  having  been  a  member  of  a  particu- 
lar family  it  is  for  the  Judge  to  decide  whether  or  not  he  was  connected 
with  that  family:  Doe  d.  Jenkins  v.  Dairies  (1846),  10  Q.  B.  314,  16- 
L.J.  Q.  B.  218;  Hitchens  v.  Eardle;/  (1871),  L.  K.,  2  P.  &  D.  248, 
40  L.  J.  Mat.  70,  25  L.  T.  163.  Wliere  notice  to  produce  a  document 
has  been  given,  the  Court,  in  order  to  determine  whether  secondary- 
evidence  of  the  document  is  admissible,  will  itself  decide  a  preliminary 
question  as  to  whether  the  original  document  is  hiwfully  out  of  t\\i^ 
possession  of  the  party  to  whom  the  notice  has  been  given:  Harvey  v. 
Mitchell  (1841),  2  M.  &  Eob.  366,  or  as  to  whether  a  document  pro- 
duced, which  purports  to  be  the  original,  is  in  fact  the  original :  Froude 
V.  Hohhs  (1859),  1  F.  &  P.  612;  Boijle  v.  Wiseman  (1855),  11  Ex.  360, 
24  L.  J.  Ex.  284,  1  Jur.  (X.  S.)  894.  Where  a  cheque  was  objected 
to  as  evidence  on  the  ground  (under  the  then  existing  Stamp  Laws) 
that  it  was  post-dated,  it  was  held  to  be  for  the  Judge  to  decide  whether 
it  was  post-dated  or  not:  Dunsford  v.  Carlewis  (1859),  1  F.  &  F.  702. 
Similarly,  the  Court  before  receiving  the  evidence  of  a  witness  will  de- 
cide any  (juestion  as  to  his  competency.  Thus,  where  the  evidence  of 
a  lunatic  is  olijected  to,  it  will  be  for  the  Judge  to  consider  whether  he 
understands  the  nature  of  an  oath  and  has  sufficient  intelligence  to  give 
evidence:   Uey.  v.  Hill  (1851),  2  Den.  C.  C.  254,  20  L.  J.  M.  C.  222. 

Where  the  preliminary  question  of  fact  happens  to  be  identical  with 
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the  main  is.sue  to  be  decided  in  the  case,  tliere  appears  to  be  some  un- 
certainty as  to  whether  it  should  be  decided  by  tlie  Judge  or  left  to  the 
jury.  In  Doe  d.  Jeiiklnfi  v.  Darirs  above  referred  to,  where  the  admis- 
sibility of  a  statement  by  a  deceased  declarant  depended  upon  lier 
legitimacy,  it  was  held  that  the  question  of  legitimacy  was  for  the 
Judge,  notwithstanding  that  it  was  the  A-ery  question  that  would  ulti- 
mately be  left  to  the  jury.  On  the  other  hand,  in  Stove  v.  Qiierner 
(1870),  L.  K.,  5  Ex.  155,  o9  L.  J.  Ex.  60,  which  was  an  action  on  a 
policy  of  insurance  in  which  the  existence  of  the  policy  was  in  issue, 
the  plaintiffs  having  put  in  what  2>urported  to  be  a  copy  of  the  policy, 
and  the  defendants  having  objected  that  there  never  had  been  any  duly 
stamped  policy  executed,  it  was  held  tliat  the  Judge  had  rightly  left  it  to 
the  jur}^  to  say  whctlier  a  duly  stamped  policy  had  been  executed,  as  if  he 
had  himself  decided  the  (question  he  would  have  decided  the  main  issue. 

It  is  in  the  discretion  of  tlie  Judge  to  determine  at  what  stage  of  the 
case  evidence  should  be  admitted,  and  the  Court  will  not  interfere  with 
Ills  decision  unless  it  appears  that  an  irregularity  has  occui-red  amount- 
ing to  actual  injustice:  Doe  d.  Nicoll  v.  Bower  (1851),  IG  Q.  B.  805; 
Wrijht  X.  WUlcox  (1850),  9  C.  B.  650,  19  L.  J.  C.  P.  333, 14  Jur.  746. 

Where  a  valid  objection  is  taken  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence,  it 
is  discretionary  with  the  Judge  whether  he  will  allow  it  to  be  with- 
drawn: Barhat  v.  Allen  (1852).  7  Ex.  155,  21  L.  J.  Ex.  155.  16 
Jur.  339. 

Where  the  Judge  has  decided  that  the  evidence  is  admissible,  it  is 
for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  it  is  sufficient:  Company  of  Car- 
j)entei-s  v.  Hayward  (1780),  1  Doug.  374,  per  Buller,  J.  In  acquit- 
ting themselves  of  this  duty,  they  are  at  liberty  to  take  into  account 
all  the  facts,  including  those  which  may  have  been  already'  considered 
hy  the  Judge:    Welstead  v.  Levy  (1831),  1  M.  &  Kob.  139. 

AMERICAN    NOTES. 

This  principle  is  laid  down  by  (ireenleaf  d  Evidence,  sect.  49.  oitiu""  the 
principal  case),  so  far  as  the  general  doctrine  goes.  But  he  liolds  that  in 
•deciding  upon  evidence  of  the  admissibility  of  documents  "he  may,  at  Ins 
discretion,  take  the  opinion  of  the  jury  upon  them."  Commomveallh  v. 
Gray,  129  Massachusetts,  47-1.  ••  It  is  the  province  of  the  .ludge  who  presides 
at  the  trial  to  decide  all  questions  on  the  admissibility  of  evidence.  It  is  also 
liis  province  to  decide  any  preliminary  questions  of  fact,  however  intricate, 
the  solution  ot  which  may  be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  determine  the  other 
questions  of  admissibility.  And  his  decision  is  conclusive,"  unless  he  reserves 
the  question  for  revision,  or  his  decision  is  excepted  to :  Gorlon  v.  Hmhell,  J) 
Gushing  (^hiss.),  511  (whether  an  ajiplication  was  signed  by  five  proprietors); 
Slate  v.  Pil-e,  49  New  Hampshire,  399  (competency  of  jurors  and  of  confe.s- 
sion.s);   Com.  v.   Williams,  105  INIassachusetts,  62  (whether  witness  expert); 
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Slate  V.  Tilghman,  11  Iredell  Law  (Xor.  Cai*.),  513;  State  v.  Banister,  35  South 
Carolina,  290;  Roten  v.  State,  31  llorida,  523;  State  v.  Shaffer,  23  Oregon, 
555 ;  Donnelly  v.  Stale,  2  Dutcher  (New  Jersey),  463,  601 ;  (whether  dying 
declarant  entertained  hope  of  recovery)  ;  Coleman  v.  Commonweall/i,  25  Grattan 
(Virginia),  SU5  (mental  capacity  of  witness);  Jones  v.  Tucker,  41  New  Hamp- 
shire, 516  (subject  of  expert  testimony) ;  State  v.  Pike,  51  New  Hampshire^ 
105  (res  geslce) ;  State  v.  Hodge,  50  New  Hampshire,  510  (presumption  from 
possession  of  stolen  property). 

The  principal  case  is  cited  in  1  Thompson  on  Trials,  p.  288,  with  Robinson 
V.  Ferry,  11  Connecticut,  460;  Carter  v.  Bennett,  6  Florida,  214:  Scott  v. 
Coxe's  Adnirs,  20  Alabama,  294;  Carrico  v.  McGee,  1  Dana  (Kentucky),  6; 
and  embraced  in  Thayer"s  Cases  on  Evidence. 

Evidence  of  loss  or  destruction  of  an  instrument  is  for  the  Court  and  not 
for  the  jury,  and  it  is  error  to  submit  it  to  the  jury :  Tayloe  v.  Riggs,  1  Peters 
(U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  591 ;  Ratliffv.  Huntly,  5  Iredell  Law  (Nor.  Car.),  545;  Graff 
V.  Pittsburgh,  ^c.  R.  Co.,  31  Penn.  State,  489 ;  Krise  v.  Neason,  66  ibid.  253 ; 
Witter  V.  Latham,  12  Connecticut,  392 ;  Donelson  v.  Taylor,  8  Pickering  (Mass.), 
390 ;  2'obin  v.  Shaw,  45  Maine,  331  ;  Mason  v.  Libbey,  90  New  York,  683 ;  71 
Am.  Dec.  547. 

The  question  of  the  competency  of  a  witness  must  not  be  submitted  to  the 
jury:  State  v.  Michael,  37  AVest  Virginia,  565;  19  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated, 
605.  So  it  was  held  in  Roten  v.  State,  31  Florida,  526,  error  to  submit  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether  a  dying  declarant  had  abandoned  all  hope  of  living. 
So  in  Cook  v.  Mix,  11  Connecticut,  432,  it  was  lield  that  the  question  of  the 
interest  of  the  witness  is  exclusively  for  the  determination  of  the  Judge,  and 
the  Court  pronounce  the  contention  that  it  should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury  a  '-strange  claim,"  "unfounded  as  it  is  novel,"  and  having  "no  support 
either  in  principle  or  authority,"  and  '•  utterly  incapable  of  being  reduced  to 
practice."  In  Robinson  v.  Ferry,  supra,  the  same  Court  said  :  "  Although  it  is 
the  ])rivilege  and  jirerogative  of  the  jury  to  determine  all  matters  of  fact 
w4iich  are  involved  in  the  issues  submitted  to  them  ;  yet  it  is  equally  the 
exclusive  duty  of  the  Court  to  determine  all  matters  of  law,  even  if  they 
involve  the  necessity  of  deciding  upon  the  truth  of  facts.  Thus  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  Court  to  determine  all  matters  of  fact  which  go  to  show  that  offered 
evidence  is  eitlier  admissible  or  not." 

Whether  a  confession  is  voluntary  is  a  question  for  tlie  Court :  Ellis  v. 
State,  65  Mississippi,  44.  So  whether  an  expert  is  qualified  :  State  v.  Cole,  94 
North  Carolina,  958;  Jones  \.  Tucker,  41  New  Hampshire,  546;  Preefer  v. 
Reg.,  15 Canada  Sup.  Ct.  401.  So  us  to  wlio  liiis  jio-ssession  of  an  original  deed  : 
Bellv.  Kendrick,  25  Florida,  778.  So  as  to  wliether  a  witness  feels  the  solem- 
nity of  an  oath  :  ( 'om.  v.  Lynrs.  112  Massachusetts,  577.  So  as  to  the  genuine- 
ness of  a  writing  offered  for  comparison  with  a  contested  writing:  Com.  v. 
Coe,  115  Massachusetts,  481  :  "So  far  as  his  decision  is  of  a  question  of  fact 
merely,  it  must  be  final,  if  there  is  any  ]>ro)icr  cvidiMuie  to  support  it.  As  in 
all  questions  of  that  nature,  exceptions  to  the  ruling  at  the  trial  will  be  sus- 
tained only  wlien  they  .show  clearly  that  there  was  some  erroneous  application 
of  the  princij)Ies  of  law  to  the   facts  of  the  case,  or  that  the  evidence  was 
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admitted  without  proper  proof  of  tlie  qualificatioiis  requi.site  for  its  compe- 
tency." So  as  to  whether  a  witness  has  sufticient  intelligence  to  testify  :  Covi. 
V.  Mullins,  2  Allen  (Mass.),  295;  Sonpson  v.  Stale,  ^Jl  Indiana,  90;  Peterson  v. 
State,  47  Georgia,  524.  So  of  proof  of  the  corpus  delicti :  Lambright  v.  Slate,  34 
Florida,  564.  So  of  the  competency  of  a  non-expert  witness  to  give  an  opinion 
of  the  mental  capacity  of  a  testator:  Denning  v.  Butcher,  91  Iowa,  425. 

An  issue  as  to  the  authenticity  of  a  document  offered  as  a  public  record 
must  be  tried  by  the  Court:  Stale  v.  Moloney,  113  ^lissouri,  :5G7.  The  triill 
Judge  must  pass  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  probate  of  a  mortgage  offered  in 
evidence:  McMillan  v.  Baxley,  112  JS'orth  Carolina,  578. 

The  same  principle  applies  to  the  admissibility  of  photographs  and  of 
experiments  and  tests  made  out  of  Court :  See  "  Practical  Tests  in  Evidence," 
Browne's  Short  Studies  in  Evidence,  and  cases  there  cited. 

In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  the  question  of  probable  cause, 
where  the  facts  are  undisputed,  is  for  the  Court:  Anderson  v.  How,  116  New 
York,  336.  Otherwise  it  is  for  the  jury  under  the  instructions  of  the  Court : 
Besson  v.  Southard,  10  New  York,  236 ;  Stewart  v.  Sonneborn,  98  United  States, 
197. 


Xo.    9.  — THE   QUEEN'S   CASE. 
(H.  L.  1820.) 

No.  10.  — SLATTERIE  v.  POOLE Y. 
(EXCH.   1840.) 

RULE. 

The  contents  of  a  written  instrument  which  is  capable 
of  being  produced  must  be  proved  by  the  instrument  itself 
and  not  by  parol  evidence. 

But  a  parol  admission  out  of  Court  by  a  party  to  a  suit 
is  evidence  against  him,  although  it  involv^es  the  contents 
of  a  written  instrument  which  is  not  produced. 

The   Queen's   Case. 

2  Broderip  &  Bingham.  284-.315  (22  K.  R.  662). 

(IN   THE   HOUSE   OF   LORDS.) 

[Opinions  given  Viy  the  .Tudge.",  in  Answer  to  certain  Questions  of  Evidence  put  to 
them  by  the  Lords  in  the  Course  of  the  Proceedings  against  the  Queen,  and  confirmed 
by  the  House.] 

Witness.  —  Oath. 

If  a  witness,  withmu  ohicctinfir  to  it.  takes  the  oath  in  the  usual  form,  ['284] 
he  may  be  afterwards  asked  whether  he  thinks  the  oath  binding  upon  his 
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conscience  ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  and  irrelevant  to  ask  him  if  he  considers  any 
tither  form  of  oath  more  binding,  and  such  question  cannot  be  asked. 

Tlie  followiug  question  was  propo.sed  to  the  learned  Judges  by 
the  House,  and  delivered  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  Abbott  :  — 

If  a  Witness  produced  in  the  Courts  below,  without  objecting  to 
it,  takes  the  oath  according  to  the  usual  form,  can  he  be  asked 
whether  he  considers  the  oath  he  has  taken  as  binding  upon  his 
conscience,  and  can  he  be  also  asked,  whether  there  are  other 
modes  of  swearing  more  binding  upon  his  conscience  than  the  oath 
he  has  taken  ? 

The  Judges,  after  having  retired  for  some  time,  returned  the  fol- 
lowing answer,  which  was  thus  delivered  by 

Abbott,  C.  J.  My  Lords,  the  Judges  have  considered  the  ques- 
tion proposed  to  them  by  your  Lordships,  and  they  have  taken  the 
liberty  to  detain  your  Lordships  while  they  sent  for  books,  in  order 
that  tliey  might  consult  the  authorities  referred  to  in  the  course  of 
tlie  argument  before  your  Lordships.  My  Lords,  the  Judges  are  of 
opinion  that  the  most  correct  and  proper  time  for  asking  a  witness 
whether  the  form  in  which  the  oath,  as  about  to  be  administered  to 
him,  is  one  that  will  be  binding  upon  his  conscience,  is  before  that 
oatli  is  administered ;  but,  inasmuch  as  it  may  occasion- 
[*  285]  ally  *  happen,  that  the  oath  will  be  administered  in  the 
usual  form  by  the  ofificer  of  the  Court,  before  the  attention 
of  the  Court,  or  party,  or  counsel,  is  directed  to  it,  we  think  tliat 
the  party  ought  not  to  be  precluded ;  and,  therefore,  my  Lords,  in 
answer  to  your  L(jrdships'  first  question,  the  Judges  are  of  opinion, 
tliat,  although  the  witness  produced  in  a  Court  of  law  sliall  have 
taken  the  oath  in  the  usual  form,  as  therein  administered,  without 
making  any  objection  to  it,  he  may,  nevertheless,  bo,  afterwards, 
asked,  whether  lie  considers  the  oath  he  has  taken  as  binding  upon 
his  conscience.  T  am,  further,  to  inform  your  Lordships,  that  the 
Judges  are  of  opinion,  tliat,  if  the  witness,  in  answer  to  that  ques- 
tion, shall  declare  in  the  affirmative,  namely,  that  he  does  consider 
the  oath  which  he  has  taken  as  ])inding  ui)on  his  conscience,  he 
cannot,  then,  be  further  asked,  whether  there  be  any  other  mode  of 
swearing  that  would  be  more  binding  upon  his  conscience  than 
that  which  has  been  used.  Speaking  for  myself,  not  meaning, 
thereby,  to  pledge  the  other  Judges,  though  T  beli(!ve  their  senti- 
ments concur  with  my  own,  your  i.ordships  will  allow  me  to  speak 
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ill  my  own  person.  I  conceive,  that,  if  a  witness  says  he  considers 
the  oath  as  binding  upon  his  conscience,  he  does,  in  effect,  affirm 
that,  in  taking  that  oath,  he  has  called  his  God  to  witness,  that 
what  he  shall  say  will  be  the  truth,  and  that  he  has  imprecated 
the  Divine  vengeance  upon  his  head,  if  what  he  shall  afterward 
say  is  false ;  and,  liaving  done  that,  that  it  is  perfectly  unneces- 
sary and  irrelevant  to  ask  any  further  questions. 

Ecidcnce.  —  Writing.  —  Croas-examimition. 

1.   It  is  DOt  allowable,  on  cross-oxainiiiation,  in  the  statement  of  a  ques-  [28G] 
tiou  to  a  witness,  to  represent  the  contents  of  a  letter,  and  to  ask  the 
witness  whether  he  wrote  a  letter  to  any  pert^on  with  snch  contents,  or  contents 
to  the  like  effect,  without  having  first  shown  the  witness  the  letter,  and  having 
asked  him  whether  he  wrote  that  letter. 

2.  Two  or  three  lines  of  41  letter  may  be  exhibited  to  a  witnes.s,  without 
exhibiting  to  him  the  whole,  and  the  witness  may  be  asked  whether  he  wrote 
the  ])art  exhibited. 

3.  But,  if  the  witness  deny  tliat  he  wrote  .<nch  part,  he  cannot  be  examined 
as  to  the  contents  of  the  letter. 

The  following  questions  were  proposed  to  the  learned  Judges, 
and  delivered  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice:  — 

First,  wdiether,  in  the  Courts  below,  a  party,  on  cross-examina- 
tion, would  be  allowed  to  represent,  in  the  statement  of  a  question, 
the  contents  of  a  letter,  and  to  ask  the  witness,  whether  the  witness 
wrote  a  letter  to  any  person  with  such  contents,  or  contents  to  the 
like  effect,  without  having  first  shown  to  the  witness  the  letter, 
and  havinjT  asked  that  witness  whether  the  witness  wrote  that 
letter,  and  his  admitting  that  he  wrote  such  letter  ? 

Secondly,  whether,  when  a  letter  is  produced  in  the  Courts 
below,  the  Court  would  allow  a  witness  to  be  asked,  upon  showing 
the  witness  only  a  part  of,  or  one  or  more  lines  of  such  letter  and 
not  the  whole  of  it,  whether  he  wrote  such  part  or  such  one  or 
more  lines  ;  and,  in  case  the  witness  shall  not  admit  that  he  did 
or  did  not  write  the  same,  the  witness  can  be  examined  to  the 
contents  of  such  letter  ? 

The  Judges,  after  having  retired  for  a  short  time,  returned  the 
following  answer :  — 

Abbott,  C.  J.  My  Lords,  the  Judges  have  conferred  upon  the 
questions  propounded  to  them  by  your  Lordships  ;  the  first  question 
was  in  these  words.  (Here  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  recited  the  first 
question.) 
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The  Judges  are  of  opinion,  that  that  question  must  be  answered 
by  them  in  the  negative  ;  and  the  reason  and  foundation  of  our 
opinion  is  shortly  this.  The  contents  of  every  written  paper,  are, 
according  to  the  ordinary  and  well-established  rules  of  evidence,  to 
be  proved  by  the  paper  itself,  and  by  that  alone,  if  the  paper  be  in 
existence  ;  the  proper  course,  therefore,  my  Lords,  is  to  ask 
[*287]  the  witness,  whether  or  no  that  letter  is  of  the  •*  hand- 
writing of  the  witness  ?  If  the  witness  admits  that  it  is  of 
his  or  her  hand-writing,  the  cross-examining  counsel  may,  at  his 
proper  season,  read  that  letter  as  evidence,  and,  w^hen  the  letter  is 
produced,  then,  my  Lords,  the  whole  of  the  letter  is  made  evidence. 
One  of  the  reasons  for  the  rule  requiring  the  production  of  written 
instruments  is,  in  order  that  the  Court  may  be  possessed  of  the 
whole.  If  the  course,  which  is  here  proposed,  should  be  followed, 
the  cross-examining  counsel  may  put  the  Court  in  possession  only 
of  a  part  of  the  contents  of  the  written  paper  ;  and  thus  the  Court 
may  never  be  in  possession  of  the  wliole,  though  it  may  happen, 
that  the  whole,  if  produced,  may  have  an  effect  very  different  from 
that  which  might  be  produced  by  a  statement  of  a  part. 

My  Lords,  the  next  question  proposed  by  your  Lordships,  is, 
(here  the  second  question  was  stated).  The  Judges  beg  your 
Lordships'  permission  to  divide  this  question  into  two  parts.  In 
answer  to  the  first  part,  namely,  "  Whether,  when  a  letter  is  pro- 
duced in  the  Courts  below,  the  Court  would  allow  a  witness  to  be 
asked,  upon  showing  the  witness  only  a  part  or  one  or  more  lines 
of  such  letter,  and  not  the  whole  of  it,  whether  lie  wrote  such 
part?"  The  Judges  are  of  opinion,  that  tliat  question  sliould  be 
answered  by  them  in  the  athrmative  in  that  form  ;  but,  in  answer 
to  the  latter  part,  which  is  this,  "  And  in  case  the  witness  shall 
not  admit  tlmt  he  did  or  did  not  write  such  part,  wiiether  he  can 
be  examined  as  to  the  contents  of  such  letter?"  the  learned 
Judges  answer  in  the  negative,  for  the  reason  1  liave  already  given, 
namely,  that  the  paper  itself  is  to  be  produced,  in  order  that  the 
whole  may  be  seen,  and  tlie  one  part  explained  by  the  other. 

The    counsel    were   called  in  and  informed,   that,  upon    cross- 
examination,  counsel  cannot  l)e  allowed  to  represent  in  the  state- 
ment of  a  question  the  contents  of  a  letter,  and  to  ask  the 
[*  288]  witness  whether  the  witness  wrote  *  a  letter  to  any  person 
witli  such  contents,  or  contents  to  the  like  effect,  unless  the 
letter   is    first   shown   to  the   witness,  and   the   witness  is  asked 
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whether  he  wrote  such  letter,  and  adinit.s  that  he  did  write  it;  and 
also,  that  the  House  will  allow  a  witness  to  be  asked,  upon  cross- 
e.x.aniination,  upon  showing  such  witness  only  a  part,  or  one  or 
more  lines  of  such  letter,  and  not  the  whole  of  it,  whether  he  wrote 
sucli  part,  or  such  one  or  more  lines.  IJut,  if  the  witness  should 
not  admit  that  he  wrote  such  part,  or  such  one  or  more  lines,  the 
witness  cannot  be  examined  to  the  efiect  of  the  contents  of  the 
letter,  unless  it  is  shown  to  him,  antl  he  admits  that  he  wrote  it. 

Cross-examination.  —  Pirvious  Statement  in  Writing  by  Witness. 

1.  If,  on  cross-exainiiiation,  a  witncs.s  admits  a  letter  to  be  of  his  hand- 
writing, he  cannot  be  questioned  by  counsel  whether  statements,  such  as  the 
counsel  may  suggest,  are  contained  in  it.  but  the  wliole  letter  must  be  read  in 
evidence. 

2.  In  tlie  ordinary  course  <if  iiroceediug,  such  letter  must  be  read  as  part  of 
the  cross-examining  counsel's  case.  The  t-ourt,  however,  may  [lerinit  it  to  be 
read  at  an  earlier  period,  if  the  counsel  suggest  that  he  wishes  to  have  the  letter 
immediately  read,  in  order  to  found  certain  questions  u})on  it,  considering  it, 
however,  as  part  of  the  evidence  of  the  counsel  proposing  such  a  course,  and 
subject  to  the  consequences  thereof. 

The  following  question  was  proposed  to  the  Judges :  — 

Whether,  when  a  witness  is  cross-examined,  and,  ujion  the  pro- 
duction of  a  letter  to  the  witness  under  cross-examination,  the  wit- 
ness admits  that  he  wrote  that  letter,  the  witness  can  be  examined 
in  the  Courts  below,  whether  lie  did  not,  in  such  letter,  make  state- 
ments such  as  the  counsel  shall,  by  questions  addres.sed  to  the 
witness,  inquire  are  or  are  not  made  therein  ;  or  whether  the  letter 
itself  must  be  read  as  the  evidence  to  manifest  that  such  state- 
ments are  or  are  not  contained  therein ;  and  in  what  stage  of  the 
proceedings,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Courts  below,  such 
letter  could  be  required  by  counsel  to  be  read,  or  be  permitted  by 
the  Court  below  to  be  read  ? 

The  Judges,  after  having  retired  for  a  short  time,  returned  the 
following  answer :  — 

*  Abbott.  C.  J.  My  Lords,  the  Judges  have  conferred  [*  28'.)] 
upon  the  questions  last  proposed  to  them  by  your  Lord- 
ships :  the  first  part  of  your  Lordships'  question  is  in  these  words : 
"Whether,  when  a  witness  is  cross-examined,  and,  upon  the  pro- 
duction of  a  letter  to  the  witness  under  cross-examination,  the  wit- 
ness admits  that  he  wrote  that  letter,  the  witness  can  be  examined 
in  the  Courts  below,  whether  he  did  or  did  not,  in  such  letter,  make 
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statements  such  as  the  counsel  shall,  by  questions  addressed  to  the 
witness,  inquire  are  or  are  not  made  therein;  or  whether  the  letter 
itself  must  be  read  as  the  evidence,  to  manifest,  that  such  state- 
ments are  or  are  not  contained  in  the  letter  ? "  My  Lords,  in 
answer  to  this  part  of  your  Lordships'  question,  I  am  to  inform 
your  Lordships,  tliat  the  Judges  are  of  opinion,  in  the  case  pro- 
pounded, that  tlie  counsel  cannot,  by  questions  addressed  to  the 
witness,  inquire  whether  or  no  such  statements  are  contained  in 
the  letter ;  but,  that  the  letter  itself  must  be  read  to  manifest 
whether  such  statements  are  or  are  not  contained  in  that  letter. 
My  Lords,  in  delivering  this  opinion  to  your  Lordships,  the  Judges 
do  not  conceive  that  they  are  presuming  to  offer  to  your  Lordships 
any  new  rule  of  evidence,  now,  for  the  first  time,  introduced  by 
them ;  but,  that  they  found  their  opinion  upon  what,  in  their 
judgment,  is  a  rule  of  evidence  as  old  as  any  part  of  the  common 
law  of  England,  namely,  that  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument, 
if  it  be  in  existence,  are  to  be  proved  by  that  instrument  itself,  and 
not  by  parol  evidence.  The  latter  part  of  your  Lordsliips'  question 
is,  "  In  wliat  stage  of  the  proceedings,  according  to  the  practice  of 
the  Courts  below,  such  letter  could  be  required  by  counsel  to  be 
read  or  be  permitted  by  the  Court  below  to  be  read  ?"  My  Lords, 
in  answer  to  this,  I  am  to  inform  your  Lordships,  that  the  Judges 
are  of  opinion,  according  to  the  ordinary  rule  of  proceeding 
[*  290]  *  in  the  Courts  below,  the  letter  is  to  be  read  as  the  evi- 
dence of  the  cross-examining  counsel,  as  part  of  his  evi- 
dence in  his  turn,  after  he  shall  have  opened  his  case;  that  that  is 
the  ordinary  course ;  but  tliat,  if  the  counsel,  who  is  cross- 
examining,  suggests  to  the  Court  that  he  wishes  to  have  the  letter 
read  immediately,  in  order  tliat  he  may,  after  the  contents  of  that 
letter  shall  liave  been  made  known  to  tlio  Court,  found  certain 
questions  upon  the  contents  of  that  letter,  to  bo  propounded  to  the 
witness,  which  could  not  well  or  effectually  be  done  without  read- 
ing the  letter  itself,  fhat  becomes  an  excepted  case  in  the  Courts 
below,  and,  for  the  convenient  administration  of  justice,  the  letter 
is  ])ermitted  to  be  read  at  the  suggestion  of  the  counsel,  but  con- 
sidering it,  however,  as  part  of  the  evidence  of  the  counsel  propos- 
ing it,  and  subject  to  all  the  consequences  of  having  such  letter 
considered  as  part  of  his  evidence. 

The    counsel  were  called  in,  and  were  informed,  that  when  a 
witness  is  cri»ss-(!xamined,  and   n(»()u  the  production  of  a  letter  to 
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the  witness  under  cross-examination,  the  witness  admits  he  wrote 
that  letter,  the  witness  cannot  be  examined,  whether  he  did  or  did 
not,  in  such  letter,  make  statements  such  as  the  counsel  shall,  by 
(questions  addressed  to  tlie  witness,  in(|uire  are  ov  are  not  made 
therein  ;  but  that  the  letter  itself  must  be  read  as  the  evidence,  to 
manifest  that  such  statements  are  or  are  not  contained  therein  ; 
and,  further,  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  House,  that,  in  the  regular 
course  of  proceeding,  the  letter  ought  to  be  read  after  the  counsel 
cross-examining  shall  have  opened  his  ease ;  but  that  the  House 
will,  upon  the  request  of  such  counsel,  stating  that  it  is  expedient 
for  the  purpose  of  his  more  effectually,  in  the  course  of  his  cross- 
examination,  propounding  further  questions  necessary  for  the 
intarest  of  his  client,  permit  such  letter  to  be  read,  subject 
to  all  the  *  consequences  of  having  such  letter  considered  [*  291] 
iis  part  of  his  evidence. 

The  Lord  Chancellor,  by  leave  of  the  House,  stated,  in  their 
presence,  that  a  reference  having  been  made  by  the  learned  counsel 
for  Her  Majesty,  at  the  close  of  yesterday's  proceedings,  to  the  trial 
of  the  Duchess  of  Kingston,  wdiere  it  was  stated  that  a  letter  had 
been  presented  to  a  witness  (Judith  Phillips)  on  cross-examination, 
■and  having  been  acknowledged  by  her  to  be  her  hand-writing,  had 
been  afterwards  read  in  evidence,  not  as  part  of  the  defendant's 
case.  His  Lordship  had  since  referred  to  the  printed  trial,  and 
had  compared  the  statement  contained  in  that  witli  the  journals  of 
their  Lordships'  House ;  and  his  Lordship  read  at  length  the  pro- 
ceedings touching  the  same,  both  as  they  appeared  in  the  printed 
trial  and  upon  the  journals  of  the  House  :  after  which  the  counsel 
were  informed,  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  House,  the  proceedings 
touching  the  said  letter,  as  set  forth  in  the  printed  trial,  did  not 
appear  to  establish,  or  destroy,  or  affect  the  opinion  delivered  bv 
the  learned  Judges  to  the  House  yesterday ;  and  that,  according  to 
the  proceedings  as  they  appeared  upon  the  journals  of  the  House, 
there  was  no  statement  whatever,  there,  to  show  that  the  letter 
was  ever  read ;  therefore,  the  House  was  of  opinion,  in  the  present 
case,  to  adhere  to  the  rule  as  laid  down  yesterday. 

Croi^s- exam  illation. —  Previous  Statement  hij  Witness. 

If,  on  cross-examination,  it  is  proposed  to  ascertain  of  a  witness  whotlier  [292] 
lie  has  made  representations  of  any  particular  nature,  immediately  after 
being  asked  whether  ho  made  any  representation  he  must  be  asked  whether  he 
■made  the  representation  by  parol  or  in  writing. 
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The  following  question  was  proposed  to  the  Judges :  — 

Whether,  according  to  the  established  practice  in  the  Courts 
below,  counsel  cross-examining  are  entitled,  if  the  counsel  on  the 
other  side  object  to  it,  to  ask  a  witness  whether  he  has  made  rep- 
resentations of  a  particular  nature,  not  specifying  in  his  question 
whether  the  question  refers  to  representations  in  writing  or  in 
words  ? 

The  Judges,  after  having  retired  for  a  short  time,  returned  the 
following  answer  :  — 

Abbott,  C.  J.  My  Lords,  the  Judges  have  conferred  upon  the 
question  proposed  to  them  by  your  Lordships.  My  Lords,  tlie 
Judges  find  a  difficulty  to  give  a  distinct  answer  to  the  question 
thus  proposed  by  your  Lordships,  either  in  the  affirmative  or  nega- 
tive, inasmuch  as  we  are  not  aware  that  there  is,  in  the  Courts 
below,  any  established  practice  which  we  can  state  to  your  Lord- 
ships as  distinctly  referring  to  such  a  question  propounded  by- 
counsel  on  cross-examination,  as  is  here  contained  ;  that  is,  whether 
the  counsel  cross-examining  are  entitled  to  ask  the  witness  whether 
he  has  made  such  representation  ;  for  it  is  not  in  the  recollection  of 
any  one  of  iis  that  such  a  question,  in  those  w^ords,  namely,  "  whether 
a  witness  has  made  such  and  such  representation,"  has  at  any 
time  been  asked  of  a  witness.  Questions,  however,  of  a  similar 
nature  are  frequently  asked  at  Nisi  Prius,  referring  rather  to  con- 
tracts and  agreements,  or  to  supposed  contracts  and  agreements,, 
than  to  declarations  of  the  witness ;  as,  for  instance,  a  witness  is 
often  asked,  whether  there  is  an  agreement  for  a  certain  price  for 
a  certain  article,  —  an  agreement  for  a  certain  definite  time, — 
a  warranty,  —  or  other  matter  of  that  kind,  being  a  matter 
[*  293]  of  contract ;  and,  when  a  question  *  of  that  kind  has  been 
asked  at  Nisi  Prius,  the  ordinary  course  has  been  for  the 
counsel  on  the  other  side,  not  to  ol)ject  to  the  question  as  a  ques- 
tion that  could  not  properly  be  put,  but  to  interpose,  on  his  own 
belialf,  anotlier  intermediate  question  ;  namely,  to  ask  the  witness 
whether  the  agreement  referred  to  in  the  question  originally  pro- 
])osed  by  the  counsel  on  the  other  side,  was  or  was  not  in  writing ; 
and,  if  the  witness  answers  that  it  was  in  writing,  then  the  inquiry 
is  stopped,  because  the  writing  must  be  itself  produced.  —  My 
Lords,  therefore,  although  we  cannot  answer  your  Lordships'  ques- 
tion distinctly  in  the  affirmative  or  the  negative,  for  the  reason  I 
have  given,  namely,  the  want  of  an  established  practice  referring 
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to  such  a  (|nestinn  by  counsel;  yet,  as  we  are  all  of  opinion  that 
the  witness  cannot  properly  be  asked,  on  cross-examination, 
whether  he  has  written  such  a  thing  (the  proper  course  being  to 
put  the  writing  into  his  hands,  and  ask  him  whether  it  be  his 
writing),  considering  the  (luestion  proposed  to  us  by  your  Lord- 
ships, with  reference  to  that  principle  of  law  which  re({uires  the 
writing  itself  to  be  produced,  and  with  reference  to  the  course  that 
ordinarily  takes  place  on  questions  relating  to  contracts  or  agree- 
ments, we,  each  of  us,  think  that,  if  sucli  a  question  were  propounded 
before  us  at  Xisi  Prius,  and  objected  to,  we  should  direct  the  coun- 
sel to  separate  the  question  into  its  parts.  —  My  Lords,  I  find  I 
have  not  expressed  myself  with  the  clearness  T  had  wished,  as  to 
dividing  the  question  into  parts.  I  beg,  therefore,  to  inform  the 
House,  that,  by  dividing  the  question  into  parts,  I  mean,  that  the 
counsel  would  be  directed  to  ask  whether  the  representation  had 
been  made  in  writing  or  by  words.  If  he  should  ask,  whether  it 
had  been  made  in  writing,  the  counsel  on  the  other  side  would 
object  to  the  question ;  if  he  should  ask  whether  it  had  l)een  made 
by  words,  that  is,  whether  the  witness  had  said  so  and  so, 
*  the  counsel  would  undoubtedly  have  a  right  to  put  that  [*  294] 
question,  and  probably  no  objection  would  be  made  to  it. 

The  counsel  were  called  in,  and  were  informed,  that  if,  on  cros.s- 
examination,  tliey  inquired  of  a  witness  whether  he  had  made 
representations  of  any  particular  nature,  stating  the  nature  of 
those  representations,  they  must,  in  their  inquiries,  ask  the  wit- 
ness, first,  "  whether  he  made  the  representations  by  parol  or  in 
writing." 

The  Attorney-General  of  the  Queen  inquired,  whether  he  was 
to  understand,  before  he  had  asked  whether  the  witness  made  any 
representations,  he  was  to  ask  whether  it  was  in  writing. 

The  counsel  was  informed  that  he  might  put  the  question, 
referring,  in  the  mode  of  putting  it,  to  a  representation  by  parol ; 
or,  that  where  a  question  of  that  kind  was  put,  the  counsel  on  the 
other  side  was  justified  by  the  practice  in  breaking  in  upon  the 
course  of  the  cross-examination  so  far  as  to  put  the  question, 
whether  the  declaration,  if  made,  was  by  parol  or  in  writing. 

Cross-examination.  —  Previous  Statement  hy  Witness. 

If,  on  the  trial  of  an  action  or  indictment,  a  witness  examined  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  or  prosecutor,  upon  cross-examination  by  defendant's  counsel,  states 
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that  at  a  time  specified  he  told  A.  tliat  ho  was  oue  of  tlie  witnesses  against  the 
defendant,  and  being  re-examined  by  the  phiintifFs  or  prosecutor's  counsel, 
states  what  induced  him  to  mention  this  to  A.,  the  plaintiff's  or  prosecutor's 
counsel  cannot  further  re-examine  the  witness  as  to  such  conversation,  even  as 
far  only  as  it  related  to  his  being  one  of  the  witnesses  :  by  eight  Judges  against 
one  (Best,  J.  dissentiente),  and  confirmed  by  the  House. 

The  following  questions  were  proposed  to  the  Judges:  — 
First,  If,  upon  the  trial  of  an  action  brought  by  A.  (plaintiff) 
against  B.  (defendant),  a  witness  examined  on  the  part  of 
[*  295]  the  plaintiff,  upon  cross-examination  by  *  the  defendant's 
counsel,  had  stated,  in  answer  to  a  question  addressed  to 
him  by  such  counsel,  that,  at  a  time  specified  in  his  answer,  he 
had  told  a  person  named  C.  D.  that  he  was  one  of  the  witnesses 
against  the  defendant,  and,  being  re-examined  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  had  stated  what  induced  him  to  mention  to  C.  I),  what 
he  had  so  told  him,  and  the  counsel  of  the  plaintiff  should  propose 
further  to  re-examine  him  as  to  the  conversation  between  him  and 
C.  I),  which  passed  at  the  time  specified  in  his  former  answer,  as 
far  only  as  such  conversation  related  to  his  being  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses ;  would  such  counsel,  according  to  the  rules  and  practice 
observed  in  the  Courts  below,  with  respect  to  cross-examination 
and  re-examination,  be  entitled  so  further  to  re-examine  such  wit- 
ness ;  and,  if  so,  would  he  be  entitled  so  further  to  re-examine,  as 
well  with  respect  to  such  conversation  relating  to  his  being  one  of 
the  witnesses  against  B.  as  passed  between  him  and  C.  D.  at  the 
time  specified  after  he  had  told  him  that  he  was  to  be  one  of  the 
witnesses,  as  witli  respect  to  such  conversation  as  passed  before 
he  had  so  told  him  ? 

Second,  If,  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  A.,  a  witness 
examined  upon  the  part  of  the  Crown  had  stated  upon  cross-exam- 
ination by  the  counsel  of  A.,  in  answer  to  a  question  addressed  to 
him  by  such  counsel,  that,  at  a  time  specified  in  his  answer,  he 
had  told  a  person  named  C.  D.  that  he  was  one  of  the  witnesses 
against  A.,  and  being  re-examined  by  the  counsel  for  the  Crown,  had 
stated  what  induced  him  to  mention  to  C.  I),  what  he  had  so  told 
him,  and  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  should  propose  further  to 
re-examine  him  as  to  the  conversation  wliicli  ])assed  between  him 
and  C.  I),  at  the  time  specified  in  his  former  answer,  as  far  only 
as  such  conv(!rsation  relatrul  to  his  being  one  of  the  witnesses, 
would  such   counsel  be   entitled  so    further    to   re-e.xamine  him  ; 
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and,  if  so,  would  he  be  entitled  so  *  further  to  re-examine  [*  296] 
as  well  with  respect  to  such  conversation,  relating  to  his 
being  one  of  the  witnesses  against  A.,  which  passed  Ijetween  him 
and  C.  D.,  at  the  time  specified  after  he  had  told  him  that  he  was 
to  be  one  of  the  witnesses,  as  with  respect  to  such  conversation  as 
passed  before  he  had  so  told  him  ? 

The  Judges  having  retired,  returned,  after  some  time,  when,  the 
House  being  informed  that  the  Judges  differed  in  their  opinion  as 
to  the  answer  to  be  given  to  the  questions  proposed  to  them,  they 
proceeded  to  deliver  their  opinions  scriatiiii. 

EiCHARDSOX,  J.,  delivered  his  opinion  upon  both  questions  in 
the  negative,  and  referred  to  the  reasons  to  be  delivered  by  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  King's  Bench. 

Best,  J.,  delivered  his  opinion  upon  both  questions  in  the  affirm- 
ative, and  gave  his  reasons. 

Garrow,  B.,  Burrougii,  J.,  Holroyd,  J.,  Graham,  B.,  Kichards, 
C.  B.,  and  Dallas,  C.  J.,  severally  delivered  their  opinion  on  both 
questions  in  the  negative,  and  referred  to  the  reasons  to  be  deliv- 
ered by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  King's  Bench.  Then  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  King's  Bench  delivered  his  opinion 
upon  both  questions  in  the  negative,  and  gave  his  reasons,  in 
which  he  stated  he  was  desired  by  the  other  Judges,  except  Mr. 
Justice  Best,  to  say  that  they  concurred. 

Abbott,  C.  J.  Mv  Lords,  I  asrree  with  the  other  Judges  in 
considering  the  two  questions  proposed  to  us  by  your  Lordships  to 
be,  with  reference  to  the  point  on  which  our  opinion  has 
been  asked,  substantially  one,  *  and  that  question,  as  pro-  [*  297] 
posed  by  the  House,  contains  these  words,  "  the  witness 
being  re-examined,  had  stated  what  induced  him  to  mention  to 
C.  D.  what  he  had  so  told  him  ; "  by  which,  I  understand,  that  the 
witness  had  fully  explained  his  whole  motive  and  inducement  to 
inform  C.  D.  that  he  was  to  be  one  of  the  witnesses  ;  and,  so  under- 
standing the  matter,  and  there  being  no  ambiguity  in  the  words, 
"  I  am  to  be  one  of  the  witnesses,"  I  think  there  is  no  distinction 
to  be  made  between  the  previous  and  subsequent  parts  of  the 
conversation,  and  I  think  myself  bound  to  answer  your  Lordships' 
question  in  the  negative. 

I  think  the  covmsel  has  a  right,  upon  re-examination,  to  ask  all 
questions,  which  may  l)e  proper  to  draw  forth  an  explanation  of 
the  sense  and  meaning  of  the  expre.ssions  used  by  the  witness  on 
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cross-examination,  if  they  be  in  themselves  doubtful,  and,  also,  of 
the  motive,  by  which  the  witness  was  induced  to  use  those  expres- 
sions ;  but,  I  think,  he  has  no  right  to  go  further,  and  to  introduce 
matter  new  in  itself,  and  not  suited  to  the  purpose  of  explaining 
either  the  expressions  or  tlie  motives  of  the  witness.  And,  as 
many  things  may  pass  in  one  and  the  same  conversation  relating 
to  the  subject  of  the  conversation  (as,  in  the  case  put  by  your 
Lordships,  the  declaration  of  a  witness  that  he  was  to  be  a  witness 
in  a  cause  or  prosecution),  which  do  not  relate  to  his  motive  or  to 
the  meaning  of  his  expressions,  I  think  the  counsel  is  not  entitled 
to  re-examine  as  to  the  conversation  to  the  extent  to  which  such 
conversation  may  relate  to  his  being  one  of  the  witnesses,  which  is 
the  point  proposed  in  your  Lordships'  question  to  the  Judges^ 

And  I  distinguisli  between  a  conversation  which  a  witness  may 
have  had  with  a  party  to  the  suit,  whether  criminal  or  civil,  and  a 

conversation  with  a  third  person.     The  conversations  of  a 
[*  298]    party  to  the  suit,  relative  to  the  *  subject  matter  of  tlie 

suit,  are,  in  themselves,  evidence  against  him  in  the  suit, 
and,  if  a  counsel  chooses  to  ask  a  witness  as  to  anything  which 
may  have  been  said  by  an  adverse  party,  the  counsel  for  that  party 
has  a  right  to  lay  before  the  Court  the  whole  whicli  was  said  by 
his  client  in  the  same  conversation ;  not  only  so  much  as  may 
explain  or  qualify  the  matter  introduced  by  the  previous  exami- 
nation, but,  even  matter  not  properly  connected  with  the  part 
introduced  upon  the  previous  examination,  provided  only,  that  it 
relate  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit;  because  it  would  not  be 
just  to  take  part  of  a  conversation  as  evidence  against  a  party, 
without  o'ivino-  to  the  party,  at  the  same  time,  the  benefit  of  the 
entire  residue  of  what  he  said  on  the  same  occasion.  But  the  con- 
versation of  a  witness  with  a  third  person  is  not  in  itself  evidence 
in  the  suit  against  any  party  to  the  suit.  It  becomes  evidence  only 
as  it  may  affect  the  character  and  credit  of  the  ^^'itness,  which  may 
be  affected  by  his  antecedent  declarations,  and  by  the  motive, 
under  which  he  made  them  ;  but,  when  once  all  which  had  con- 
stituted tlie  motive  and  inducement,  and  all  whicli  may  show 
the  meaning  of  the  words  and  declarations  has  been  laid  before 
the  Court,  the  Cniirt  becomes  possessed  of  all  which  can  affect  the 
character  or  credit  of  the  witness,  and  all  beyond  this  is,  in  my 
opinion,  irrelevant  and  incompetent.  On  these  grounds  I  feel 
called  ujjon  to  answer  your  Lordships'  question  in  the  negative. 
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The  counsel  were  called  in,  and  were  informed  by  the  Lord 
Chancellor  that  the  question  which  gave  rise  to  the  above 
discussion  could  not  be  put. 

Cross-examination.  —  Precious  Statement  by  Witness. 

1.  If  a  witness  examiued  iu  cliicf  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiflf,  being  [299] 
asked  whether  he  remembers  a  <mairel  taking  place  between  A.  and  B., 
answers,  that  he  lias  heard  of  a  quarrel  between  them,  but  does  not  know  the  cause 
of  it,  and  such  witness  is  not  asked,  upon  his  cross-examination,  whether  he  lias 
or  lias  not  made  a  declaration  stated  in  the  question  touching  the  cause  of  the 
(puurel,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  cannot,  in  order  to  prove  such  witness's 
knowledge  of  the  cause  of  the  quarrel,  afterwards  examine  a  witness  to  prove 
that  the  other  witness  has  made  such  a  declaration  to  him  touching  the  cause  of 
such  quarrel. 

2.  If  a  witness  examined  in  chief  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  being  asked 
whether  he  remembers  a  quarrel  taking  place  between  A.  and  B.,  answers,  that 
he  does  not  remember  it,  and  such  witness  is  not  asked,  on  his  cross-examina- 
tion, whether  he  has  or  has  not  made  a  declaration  stated  in  the  question 
resjiecting  such  quarrel,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  cannot,  in  order  to  prove 
that  such  witness  must  remember  the  quarrel,  afterwards  examine  a  witness  to 
prove  that  the  other  witness  has  made  such  a  declaration. 

The  following  questions  were  proposed  by  their  Lordships  to  the 
learned  Judges,  and  were  delivered  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice. 

First,  If,  in  the  Courts  below,  a  witness,  examined  in  chief  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  being  asked  wliether  he  remembered  a 
([uarrel  taking  place  •  between  A.  and  11,  answered,  that  he  heard 
of  a  quarrel  between  them,  but  he  did'  not  know  the  cause  of 
it;  and  such  witness  was  not  asked,  upon  his  cross-examination, 
whether  he  had  or  had  not  made  a  declaration  stated  in  the  ques- 
tion touching  Ihe  cause  of  it ;  and,  in  the  progress  of  the  defence, 
the  counsel  for  the  defendant  proposed  to  examine  a  witness  to 
prove  that'  the  other  witness  had  made  such  a  declaration  to  him 
touching  the  cau.se  of  such  quarrel,  in  order  to  prove  his  knowledge 
of  the  cause  of  the  quarrel :  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Courts 
below,  would  such  proof  be  received  ? 

Secondly,  If,  in  the  Courts  below,  a  witness,  examined  in  chief 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  being  asked  whether  he  remembered  a 
quarrel  taking  place  between  A.  and  B.,  answered,  that  he  did  not 
remember  it ;  and  such  witness  was  not  asked  on  his  cross-exami- 
nation, whether  he  had  or  had  not  made  a  declaration  stated  in 
the  question  respecting  such  quarrel ;  and,  in  the  progress  of  the 
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defence,  the  counsel  for  the    defendant   proposed    to  examuie  a 

witness  to  prove,  that  the  other  witness  had  made  such 
[*  300]   a  declaration,  in  order  *  to  prove  that  he  must  remember 

it :  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Courts  below,  would 
such  proof  be  received  ? 

The  Judges  desired  leave  to  withdraw,  which  they  did ;  on  their 
return, 

Abbott,  C.  J.,  delivered  tlie  following  answer  to  the  House.  My 
Lords,  the  Judges  have  considered  the  questions  proposed  to  them 
by  your  Lordships.  One  of  those  questions  is  in  these  words. 
(Here  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  read  the  first  question.)  The  Judges 
are  of  opinion,  my  Lords,  that  this  question  must  be  answered  by 
them  in  the  negative.  The  question  proposed  to  the  witness,  upon 
his  cross-examination,  is,  do  you  remember?  That  question  applies 
itself  to  the  time  of  the  examination ;  and  many  things  may  have 
taken  place,  and  conversation  may  have  been  held  upon  them  at 
one  season  by  persons  of  the  strictest  honour  and  integrity,  which 
may,  at  another  season,  be  absent  from  their  memory.  It  must  be 
in  the  knowledge  and  experience  of  every  man,  that  a  slight  hint 
or  suggestion  of  some  particular  matter  connected  with  a  subject, 
puts  the  faculties  of  the  mind  in  motion,  and  raises  up  in  the 
memory  a  long  train  of  ideas  connected  with  that  subject;  which, 
until  that  hint  or  suggestion  was  given,  were  wholly  absent  from 
it.  For  this  reason,  the  proof,  that,  at  a  time  past,  a  witness  has 
spoken  on  any  subject,  does  not,  in  our  opinion,  lead  to  a  legiti- 
mate conclusion  that  such  witness,  at  the  time  of  his  examination, 
had  that  subject  present  in  his  memory ;  and,  to  allow  the  proof 
of  his  former  conversation  to  be  adduced  without  first  interro- 
gating him  to  that  conversation,  and  reminding  hila  of  it,  would, 
in  many  cases,  have  an  unfair  effect  upon  him  and  upon  his  credit, 
and  would  deprive  him  of  tliat  reasonable  jn'otection,  which  it  is, 

in  my  opinion,  the  duty  of  every  Court  to  afford  to  every 
[*  .301]    person  who  appears  *  as  a  witness  on  the  one  side  and  on 

the  other.  According,  therefore,  to  the  practice  of  the 
Courts  below,  a  witness  is  asked,  on  cross-examination,  whether 
he  has  made  a  declaration  or  held  a  conversation  ;  and,  such  pre- 
vious question  is  considered  as  a  necessary  foundation  for  the 
contradictory  evidence  of  tlie  declaration  or  conversation  to  be 
adduced  on  the  other  side.  I  must,  however,  my  Lords,  take  the 
liberty  to  add,  that,  in  any  grave  or  serious  case,  if  the  counsel 
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had,  oil  his  cross-examination,  omitted  to  lay  the  necessary  founda- 
tion in  the  way  in  which  I  liavc  mentioned,  the  Court  would,  of 
its  own  authority,  call  back  the  witness,  in  order  to  give  the 
counsel  an  opportunity  of  laying  the  required  foundation,  by  put- 
tin"  his  questions  to  the  witness,  althougli  the  counsel  had  not 
before  asked  them ;  it  being  much  better  to  permit  the  order  and 
regularity  of  the  proceedings  as  to  time  and  season  to  be  broke 
in  upon,  than  to  allow  irrelevant  or  incompetent  evidence  to  be 
received. 

My  Lords,  this  being  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  upon  the  ques- 
tion, which  I  have  taken  the  liberty  to  read  to  the  House,  it  will 
follow  as  a  consequence,  your  Lordships  will  be  aware,  that  to  the 
other  question,  which  applies  itself  to  the  witness's  knowledge  of 
a  particular  fact,  the  same  answer  in  the  negative  must  be  given ; 
and,  in  addition  to  the  reasons  with  which  I  have  troubled  your 
Lordships  on  the  first  question,  it  may  also  be  added,  where  the 
question  proposed  regards  the  witness's  knowledge,  that,  although 
a  witness  may  have  mentioned  a  fact  in  ordinary  conversation  at 
a  former  period,  it  does  not  follow,  that  he  may  have  that  which, 
in  a  Court  of  law,  can  be  considered  as  knowledge  of  the  fact.  A 
fact  is  often  mentioned  in  conversation  from  the  representation  of 
others,  without  such  a  knowledge  of  it  as  can  enable  a  person  to 
say  in  a  Court  of  law,  "  I  know  the  fact." 

Evidence.  —  Conspiracy.  —  Subornation  of  Witnesses. 

1.  If,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  any  crime,  evidence  has  been  [.302] 
given  nj)on  the  cross-examination  of  witnesses  examined  in  chief  in  su]i- 
port  ol  the  indictment,  from  whieli  it  app«^ars  that  A.  B.  (not  examined  as  a 
witness),  has  been  employed  by  the  prosecutor  as  an  agent  to  procure  and 
examine  evidence  and  witnesses  in  support  of  the  indictment,  the  party  indicted 
is  not  permitted  to  examine  C  D.  as  a  witness  to  prove  that  A.  B.  has  ofFercd 
a  bribe  to  E.  F.  in  order  to  induce  him  to  give  testimony  touching  the  matt<'r  in 
tiie  indictment  (E.  F.  not  being  a  witness  examined  in  support  of  the  indictnifMit. 
uor  examined  before  it  was  so  proposed  to  examine  C.  D.). 

2.  If,  in  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  any  crime,  evidence  has  been  given 
upon  the  cross-examination  of  witnesses  examined  in  chief  in  support  of  the  in- 
dictment, from  which  it  appears  that  A.  B.  (not  examined  as  a  witness),  has 
been  employed  by  the  prosecutor  as  an  agent  to  procure  and  examine  evidence 
and  witnesses  in  support  of  the  indictment,  the  party  indicted  is  not  permitted 
to  examine  G.  H.  as  a  witness  to  prove  that  A.  B.  has  offered  him  a  bribe,  to 
induce  him  to  bring  to  A.  B.  papers  belonging  to  the  party  indicted  (G.  H.  not 
having  been  examined  as  a  witness  in  support  of  the  indictment). 
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3.  On  a  prosecution  for  a  crime,  the  proof  whereof  is  supposed  to  consist 
wholly  or  in  part  of  evidence  of  a  conspiracy  entered  into  by  the  party  then 
indicted,  and  under  trial,  so  that  the  conspiracy  is  to  be  given  in  evidence 
against  him,  —  general  evidence  of  the  existence  of  the  conspiracy  charged,  may 
be  received  in  the  first  instance,  though  it  cannot  affect  such  defendant,  unless 
brought  home  to  him  or  to  an  agent  employed  by  him. 

4.  The  same  rule  applies,  if  a  defendant  seeks  by  such  general  evidence,  in 
the  first  instance,  to  affect  the  prosecutor  with  a  conspiracy  to  suborn  witnesses 
for  the  destruction  of  his  defence,  provided  the  proposed  evidence  be  previously 
opened  to  the  Court,  as  in  the  case  of  a  prosecution  to  be  proved  by  conspiracy. 


The  following  questions  were  proposed  to  the  learned  Judges. 

First,  If,  in  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  a  capital  offence,  or 
any  crime,  evidence  had  been  given,  upon  tlie  cross-examination 
of  witnesses  examined  in  chief  in  support  there(jf,  from  which  it 
appeared,  A.  B.,  not  examined  as  a  witness,  had  been  employed, 
by  the  party  preferring  the  indictment,  as  an  agent  to  procure  and 
examine  evidence  and  witnesses  in  support  of  the  indictment,  and 
the  party  indicted  should  propose,  in  the  course  of  the  defence,  to 
examine  C.  D.  as  a  witness  to  prove  that  A.  B.  had  offered  a  bribe 
to  E.  F.,  in  order  to  induce  him  to  give  testimony  touching  the 
matter  in  the  indictment  (E.  F.  not  being  a  witness  examined  in 
support  of  tlie  indictment,  or  examined  before  it  was  so  proposed 
to  examine  C.  D.) :  would  the  Courts  below,  according  to 
[*  303]  their  usage  and  practice,  allow  C.  D.  to  be  *  examined  for 
the  purpose  aforesaid ;  or  could  such  witness,  according 
to  law,  be  so  examined,  if  the  counsel  employed  in  snpport  of  the 
prosecution  objected  to  such  examination  ? 

Secondly,  If,  in  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  a  capital  ofl'euce 
or  other  crime,  evidence  had  been  given,  upon  the  cross-exami- 
nation of  witnesses  examined  in  chief  in  su])port  thereof,  from 
wliich  it  appeared  that  A.  B.,  not  examined  as  a  witness,  had  been 
employed  by  the  party  preferring  the  indictment  as  an  agent  to 
])rocure  and  to  examine  evidence  and  witnesses  in  support  of  the 
indictment,  and  the  party  indicted  should  propose,  in  the  course 
of  the  defence,  to  examine  (}.  H.  as  a  witness,  to  ]u-ove  that  A.  B. 
had  offered  him  a  ])ribo  to  induce  him  to  l)ring  to  him  papers 
belonging  to  the  party  indicted  (G.  H.  not  liaving  been  examined 
as  a  witness  in  sui)]M)rt  of  tlie  indictment):  would  the  Courts 
below,  according  to  their  usage  and  practice,  allow  (J.  H.  to  be 
examined  for  tlie  pur})ose  aforesaid;  or  could  such  witness,  accord- 
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ing  to  law,  be  so  examined,  if  the  counsel  employed  in  support  of 
the  prosecution  objected  to  such  examination  ?  • 

The  learned  Judges  desired  leave  to  withdraw,  which  they  did ; 
and  on  their  return,  prayed  for  leave  for  further  time  to  consider 
on  these  ([uestions  till  the  next  day  ;  leave  was  granted  accord- 
ingly;  and  a  tliird  (|UL!Stion  was  proposed  to  them,  which,  on  the 
next  day,  was  withdrawn,  not  being  sutticiently  clear;  and  the 
following  question  proposed  in  its  stead. 

Supposing  that,  according  to  the  rules  of  law,  evidence  of  a 
conspiracy  against  a  defendant  for  any  indictable  offence  ought 
not  to  be  admitted  to  convict  or  criminate  him,  unless  as  it  may 
apply  to  himself  or  to  an  agent  employed  by  him,  may  not  general 
evidence,  nevertheless,  of  the  existence  of  the  con-spiracy 
charged  *  upon  the  record,  be  received  in  the  first  instance;  [*  304] 
though  it  cannot  affect  such  defendant,  unless  brought 
home  to  him,  or  to  an  agent  employed  by  him ;  and,  whether  the 
same  rule  would  ap})ly,  if  a  defendant  sought  by  such  general 
evidence,  in  the  first  instance,  to  affect  the  prosecutor  with  a  con- 
spiracy to  suljorn  witnesses  for  the  destruction  of  his  defence  ? 

(3n  this  day  (October  18),  Abbott,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  following 
answer  to  the  House. 

My  Lords,  the  Judges  conferred  together  for  some  time  yester- 
day, upon  the  questions  proposed  to  them  by  your  Lordships,  and 
afterwards  separated,  in  order  to  consider  them  apart,  and  met 
again  early  this  morning,  and  again  conferred  together  upon  them. 
All  of  us  then  agreed  in  the  answers  to  be  given  to  the  questions 
proposed  to  us ;  and  I,  having  read  to  my  learned  Brothers  the 
writing,  which  I  had  prepared,  as  containing  my  own  sentiments 
and  answer,  it  was  found,  tliat  they  concurred  therein ;  and  I  have 
their  authority,  with  your  Lordships'  permission,  to  deliver  what  I 
had  written  (which  your  Lordships  will  observe  is  in  the  singular 
number,  being  originally  prepared  as  my  own  alone),  as  containing 
and  expressing  their  sentiments  also. 

My  Lords,  the  first  question  proposed  by  your  Lordshi})S  is  in 
these  words.  (Here  his  Lordship  rejieated  the  first  question.)  My 
Lords,  the  (piestion  thus  proposed  by  your  Lordships  to  the  Judges, 
must  be  admitted  by  all  persons  to  be  a  question  of  great  impor- 
tance, as  it  regards  the  administration  of  justice  ;  and  it  is  to  me 
a  question  entirely  new,  and  of  very  difficult  solution,  I  have 
considered  it  with  all  the  attention  due  to  a  question  proposed  by 
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your  Lordships,  and  with  an  anxiety  p'-oportioned  to  the 
[*  305]   importance  of  *  the  question  itself;  and  it  is  not  without 

much  diffidence,  that  I  now  offer  to  your  Lordsliips  the 
result  of  my  deliberation.  Your  Lordships  will  allow  me  here  to 
interpose  an  observation,  and  to  say,  that  the  diffidence  I  felt  at  the 
moment  of  writing,  has  been  considerably  decreased  by  the  knowl- 
edge I  now  have,  that  my  opinion  and  sentiments  have  received 
the  concurrence  of  my  learned  Brothers. 

The  question  must,  as  it  appears  to  me,  be  considered  in  the 
same  mode,  and  must  receive  the  same  answer,  as  if  the  parties 
were  reversed  :  as  if,  instead  of  proof  offered  on  the  behalf  of  a 
defendant  respecting  the  act  of  an  agent  employed  by  the  prose- 
cutor, it  were  proof  offered  in  reply  on  the  part  of  the  prosecutor 
respecting  the  conduct  of  an  agent  employed  by  the  accused  to 
})rocure  and  examine  evidence  and  witnesses  in  support  of  his 
defence.  If  such  proof  can  be  received  on  the  part  of  a  defendant, 
it  must  be  received  on  the  ground,  that  it  may  lead  to  a  legitimate 
inference  and  conclusion,  that  the  witnesses  examined  against  him, 
although  not  appearing  to  have  been  called  before  the  Court  by 
any  undue  means,  are,  nevertheless,  on  this  ground  extraneous  and 
foreign  to  them,  not  to  be  considered  as  the  witnesses  of  truth. 
And,  if  such  an  inference  and  conclusion  can  be  reasonably  and 
legitimately  drawn  in  favour  of  a  defendant,  in  the  case  proposed 
by  your  Lordships,  I  am  unable  to  discover  any  principle,  upon 
which  I  may  say,  that  the  like  conclusion  may  not  be  with  equal 
reason  drawn  accainst  him  in  the  analogous  case  that  I  have  taken 
the  liberty  to  suggest ;  so  that  proof  of  this  nature,  if  admissible, 
must  be  expected  to  lead  as  frequently  to  the  condemnation  of 
an  innocent  man  by  casting  discredit  upon  his  defence,  as  to  the 
acquittal  of  such  a  person  by  disgracing  the  prosecution  :  and  this 

consideration  enables  me  to  contemplate  the  question 
[*  306]   proposed  with  more  calmness  than  I  *  should  be  able  to 

view  a  question,  of  which  the  determination  might  possi- 
bly, by  the  exclusion  of  his  evidence,  lead  to  the  condemnation  of 
an  innocent  person  ;  ])ut  could,  in  no  case,  produce  the  same  con- 
seciucnce  by  tlie  exclusion  of  evidence  against  liim. 

The  (|U('sti()U  ])roposed  by  your  Lordships  regards  the  act  of  "  A 
person  em]iloyed  by  the  party  ])r('ferring  an  indictment  as  an 
agent  lo  procure  and  examine  evidence  and  witnesses  in  support 
of  the  indictment;"  and  it  regards  tlie  act  of  that  agent  addressed 
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to  a  person  not  examined  as  a  witness  in  support  of  the  indictment, 
tlie  offered  proof  not  apparently  connecting  itself  with  any  par- 
ticular matter  deposed  by  the  witnesses,  who  have  been  examined 
in  support  of  the  indictment,  and  leaving,  therefore,  those  witnesses 
unaffected  by  the  proposed  proof,  otherwise  than  by  way  of  infer- 
ence and  conclusion  ;  and  this  question  may  be  considered  as  it 
regards  the  prosecutor  or  party  prefering  the  indictment,  and  as  it 
regards  the  witnesses. 

The  prosecutor  has,  by  the  hypothesis,  employed  a  person  as  an 
agent  to  procure  and  examine  evidence  and  witnesses.  This  is  a 
lawful  employment  necessary  in  many  cases  ;  in  some  meritorious, 
in  none  disgraceful  or  improper,  if  we  look  either  to  the  employer 
or  to  the  person  employed  ;  and,  being  a  lawful  employment,  it  is 
to  be  presumed,  until  the  contrary  be  shown,  that  the  employer 
means  and  intends,  that  his  agent  shall  execute  it  by  lawful 
means :  and  as,  according  to  the  general  rules  and  principles  of 
law,  a  person  is  not  to  be  affected  in  interest  or  fame  by  any  act 
of  another,  although  that  other  may  have  been  in  his  employment 
or  confidence  as  an  agent  or  otherwise  (excepting  such  acts  only 
as  either  are  in  their  own  nature,  or  may,  by  extrinsic  evidence, 
be  shown  to  be  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  given  bv  him, 
and  which  may,  therefore,  be  considered  as  his  acts  per- 
formed by  the  liand,  or  his  *  declarations  uttered  by  the  [*  307] 
tongue  of  his  appointed  substitute),  it  would  lie  contrary  to 
those  general  rules  and  principles  to  allow  a  prosecutor,  and, 
through  him,  the  prosecution  that  he  has  instituted,  to  be  dis- 
graced by  the  act  supposed  in  your  Lordships'  question,  without 
some  further  proof  affecting  him  than  the  terms  of  that  question 
suggest.  It  is  perfectly  consistent  witli  the  matters  of  fact  con- 
tained in  your  Lordships'  question,  that  the  prosecutor  may,  up 
to  the  very  moment  when  tlie  proof  is  offered,  be  wliollv  ignorant 
of  the  wicked  act  of  his  agent  ;  it  is  no  less  consistent,  tliat,  hav- 
ing been  informed  of  the  act,  he  may  have  rejected  it  witli  indig- 
nation, and  have  repudiated  the  proffered  testimony,  and  with- 
holden  the  witness  from  the  Court;  and,  if  he  be  absent  from  the 
trial,  which  frequently  happens,  it  may  be  impossible  to  prove 
his  ignorance  in  the  one  case,  or  the  propriety  of  his  conduct  (m 
the  other. 

With   regard  to  the  witnesses,    my   Lords,  which   is   the    most 
important  part  of  this    consideration  (because,  if  false  witnesses 
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are  produced  against  a  person,  it  is  of  little  consequence  to  him 
by  what  particular  procurement  tliey  may  have  been  produced), 
it  is  to  be  considered,  whether  a  legitimate  inference  and  conclu- 
sion can  be  drawn  against  their  credit  and  veracity  from  the  proof 
proposed.  The  proposed  proof  does  not  directly  affect  them  ;  it 
regards  an  act,  to  which,  according  to  the  hypothesis,  they  may 
be  entire  strangers ;  and,  being  an  unlawful  act,  they  are  i)ot  to 
be  presumed  to  have  been  parties  to  it,  or  to  any  other  act  of  the 
like  nature  without  proof  against  them  ;  they  may  be  persons  of 
honour  and  probity  deposing  to  facts  really  and  truly  occurring 
within  their  own  personal  knowledge,  and  taking  place  within 
their  own  sight  or  hearing  as  they  have  averred  upon  their  oath. 
It  may  have  been  intended,  that  the  person,  to  whom  the  bribe  was 

offered,  should  speak  to  other  facts  occurring  at  another 
[*  308]    time  *  and  in  another  place  wholly  unconnected  with  them 

or  with  the  matters  to  which  they  have  deposed  :  can  it 
then  be  reasonably  concluded,  that  the  facts  deposed  by  them  are  un- 
true; that,  however  respectable  or  numerous  they  may  be,  they  must 
be  all  wicked  and  perjured  men,  because  some  other  man  has,  from 
overweening  zeal  or  a  corrupt  heart,  wickedly  endeavoured  to  seduce 
by  money  another  person  to  give  evidence  touching  the  matter  of 
that  indictment,  on  which  they  have  appeared  ?  I  must  say,  my 
Lords,  that  I  am  of  opinion,  that  such  conclusion  cannot  reason- 
a])ly  be  drawn,  either  in  the  case  proposed  in  your  Lordships' 
question,  or  in  that  analogous  case  which  I  have  taken  the  liberty 
to  adduce.  The  utmost  effect,  in  my  opinion,  of  the  proposed 
I)ro()f  (and,  in  many  cases,  even  this  would  not  be  a  fair  or  reason- 
able effect),  would  be  to  excite  suspicion ;  but  suspicion  is  not  a 
legitimate  ground  for  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  whicli  ought  only  to 
be  founded  upon  reasonable  and  probable  proof.  For  these  reasons, 
I  tliink  your  Lordships'  first  question  must  be  answered  in  the 
negative. 

This,  my  Lords,  is  the  opinion,  which  after  much  consideration 
I  have  formed  upon  the  question  proposed  by  the  House.  That 
question  is  couched  in  the  most  general  and  absti'act  terms,  and 
your  Lordsliips  must  be  aware  of  the  difficulty  that  may  often 
occur,  in  foi'uniig  iiii  ()i>inion  u])()n  a  (juestion  of  such  a  nature, 
ajiplied  not  to  a  matter  of  abstract  sciencii',  but  to  a  matter  con- 
necteil  witl)  the  business  and  affairs  of  men.  Few  cases  occur  in 
the  practical  administration  of  justice,  wherein  a  Judge  does  not 
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find  some  help  toward  a  right  decision  of  a  questionable  point  in 
antecedent  or  accompanying  facts  and  circumstances  appearing 
before  him,  and  is  not  guided  in  his  ap}ilication  of  general  princi- 
ples to  the  individual  case  by  the  particulars  of  that  case 
itself.  The  question,  as  ])roi)Osed  by  your  *  Lordships,  [*  309] 
does  not  contain  any  such  aid  or  guide  ;  I  mention  not 
this,  my  Lords,  by  way  of  complaint  against  the  question,  but  by 
way  of  excuse  for  the  imperfection  of  my  answer  to  it ;  and,  I  must 
beg  leave  to  add,  that  notwithstanding  the  opinion  I  have  deliv- 
ered on  the  question  proposed,  I  am  by  no  means  prepared  to  say, 
that,  in  no  case  and  under  no  circumstances  appearing  at  a  trial, 
it  might  not  be  fit  and  proper  for  a  Judge  to  allow  proof  of  this 
nature  to  be  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  a  jury  :  and  the 
inclination  of  every  Judge  is  to  admit  rather  than  to  exclude  the 
offered  proof. 

Secondly.  The  same  reasons  which  have  induced  me  to  answer 
your  Lordships'  iirst  question  in  the  negative,  lead  me  to  answer 
the  second  question  also  in  the  negative.  The  question  is  in  these 
words.    (The  Lord  Chief  Justice  here  read  the  second  (Question. ) 

In  answer  to  this  question,  my  Lords,  I  must  also  take  leave  to 
add,  as  another  ground  of  objection  to  the  proof  proposed  in  the 
question,  that  it  does  not  thereby  appear  what  was  the  nature  of 
the  papers  alluded  to,  or  what  the  motive  of  the  party  endeavour- 
ing to  obtain  them  :  for  anything  that  can  be  inferred  from  that 
question,  the  papers  might  be  unconnected  with  the  subject  of 
the  prosecution,  and  relate  wholly  to  some  other  and  different 
matter. 

Then  Abbott,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
learned  Judges  to  the  first  part  of  the  third  question  in  the 
aflfirmative,  and  to  the  latter  part  of  the  same  in  the  aftirmative 
also,  with  a  qualification,  and  gave  their  reasons  as  follow  :  — 

My  Lords,  we  understand  the  first  part  of  this  third  question 
to  relate  to  a  prosecution  for  some  crime,  the  proof  whereof  is 
supposed  to  consist  wholly  or  in  part  of  evidence  of  a  conspiracy 
entered  into  by  the  party  then  indicted,  and  under  trial ; 
so  that  the  conspiracy  is  *to  be  given  in  evidence  against  [*  310] 
him ;  and  the  latter  part  of  the  question  regards  the 
case  of  a  person  indicted  for  some  crime,  and  seeking  to  defend 
himself  against  that  indictment,  by  proving  a  conspiracy  to  suborn 
witnesses  against  him;  and  the   points  of  inquiry  in  both  parts 
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regard  only  the  order  and  course  of  adducing  the  proof  before  the 
Court;  and,  so  understanding  this  question,  we  have  no  hesitation 
as  to  answering  the  first  part  of  it  in  the  affirmative.  We  are  of 
opinion,  that  on  a  prosecution  for  a  crime  to  be  proved  by  con- 
spiracy, general  evidence  of  an  existing  conspiracy  may  in  the 
first  instance  be  received,  as  a  preliminary  step  to  that  more  par- 
ticular evidence,  by  which  it  is  to  be  shown  that  the  individual 
defendants  were  guilty  participators  in  such  conspiracy.  This  is 
often  necessary  to  render  the  particular  evidence  intelligible,  and 
to  show  the  true  meaning  and  character  of  the  acts  of  the  indi- 
vidual defendants  ;  and,  on  that  account,  we  presume  it  is  per- 
mitted. But,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that,  in  such  cases,  the  general 
nature  of  the  whole  evidence  intended  to  be  adduced  is  previously 
opened  to  the  Court,  whereby  the  Judge  is  enabled  to  form  an 
opinion  as  to  the  probability  of  affecting  the  individual  defendants 
by  particular  proof  applicable  to  them,  and  connecting  them  with 
the  general  evidence  of  the  alleged  conspiracy  ;  and  if,  upon  such 
opening,  it  should  appear  manifest,  that  no  particular  proof  sufh- 
cient  to  affect  the  defendants  is  intended  to  be  adduced,  it  would 
become  the  duty  of  the  Judge  to  stop  the  case  in  limine,  and  not 
to  allow  the  general  evidence  to  be  received,  which,  even  if  at- 
tended with  no  other  bad  effect,  such  as  exciting  an  unreasonable 
prejudice,  would  certainly  be  a  useless  waste  of  time. 

As  to  the  second  part  of  the  question,  my  Lords,  we  understand 
it  to  be  here  assumed,  that  the  supposed  conspiracy  to 
[*  311]  suborn  witnesses  against  the  accused  is  a  *  legitimate 
ground  of  defence,  and  that  your  Lordshii)s  do  not  ask  the 
opinion  of  the  Judges  upon  that  point ;  and,  therefore,  upon  that 
point,  we  do  not  presume  to  offer  any  thing  to  your  Lordships ; 
and,  considering  this  latter  part  of  the  proposed  question,  like  the 
first  part,  to  regard  only  the  order  and  course  of  adducing  the 
proof,  we  should  give  the  same  answer  in  the  affirmative,  with 
this  qunlification  only,  namely,  that  the  proposed  evidence  should, 
in  some  way,  be  jircviously  ojXMied  to  the  Court,  as  in  the  case 
of  n  ])roseeution  to  be  proved  by  conspiracy,  in  order  to  enable 
the  Judge  to  form  an  opinion  as  to  the  ])robability  of  bringing 
the  evidence  home  so  as  to  affect  sonu^  jjcrson  whose  acts  are 
material  and  relevant  to  the  issue  in  the  indictment  then  under 
trial. 
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Evidence.  —  Corruption  of  Witnesses. 

1.  When  a  witness  in  support  of  a  prosecution  lias  been  examined  in  chief, 
and  has  not  been  asked  in  cross-examination  as  to  any  dechirations  made  by 
him,  or  acts  done  by  liini,  to  procure  persons  corruptly  to  give  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  prosecution,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  party  accused  to  examine 
witnesses  in  his  defence  to  prove  such  declarations  or  acts,  without  first  calling 
back  such  witness  exanuued  in  chief  to  be  examined  or  cross-examined  as  to  the 
fact,  whether  he  ever  made  such  declarations  or  did  such  acts. 

2.  If  a  witness  is  called  on  the  part  of  a  plaintiff  or  prosecutor,  and  gives  evi- 
«lence  against  the  defendant  or  accused ;  and  if,  after  the  cross-examination  of 
such  witness,  the  defendant's  or  accused's  counsel  discover  that  the  witness  so 
examined  has  corrupted,  or  endeavoured  to  corrupt,  another  person  to  give  false 
testimony  in  such  cause,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  or  accused  are  not  per- 
mitted to  give  evidence  of  such  corrupt  act  of  such  witness,  without  calling  back 
such  witness. 

The  following  questions  were  proposed  to  the  learned  Judges. 

First.  Whether,  according  to  the  practice  and  usage  of  the 
Courts  below,  and  according  to  law,  when  a  witness  in  support  of 
a  prosecution  has  been  examined  in  chief,  and  has  not  been  asked 
in  cross-examination  as  to  any  declarations  made  by  him,  or  acts 
done  by  him,  to  procure  persons  corruptly  to  give  evidence  in 
support  of  the  prosecution  ;  it  would  be  competent  to  the  party 
accused,  to  examine  witnesses  in  his  defence,  to  prove 
*such  declarations  or  acts,  without  first  calling  back  such  [*  312] 
witness  examined  in  chief  to  be  examined  or  cross-ex- 
amined as  to  the  fact,  whether  he  ever  made  such  declarations  or 
did  such  acts? 

Second.  Whether,  if,  on  any  trial  in  any  Court  below,  a  witness 
is  called  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  prosecutor,  and  gives  evidence 
against  the  defendant  in  such  cause  ;  and  if,  after  the  cross-exam- 
ination of  such  witness  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  they  discover, 
that  the  witness  so  examined  has  corrupted  or  endeavoured  to 
corrupt  another  person  to  give  false  testimony  on  such  cause,  the 
counsel  for  such  defendant  may  not  be  permitted  to  give  evidence 
of  such  corrupt  act  of  such  witness,  without  calling  back  such 
witness  ? 

The  question  being  delivered  to  Abbott,  C.  J.,  and  the  learned 
Judges  having  requested  leave  to  withdraw  to  consider  the  same, 
leave  was  accordingly  given  till  the  next  morning,  when 

The   Lord  Chief  Justice  of   the  King's  Bench  delivered  the 
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unanimous  opinion  and  answer  of  the  learned  Judges  to  both  the 
questions  propounded  to  them,  severally,  in  the  negative,  and 
gave  their  reasons. 

Abbott,  C.  J.  My  Lords,  the  learned  Judges  have  considered 
the  questions  proposed  to  them  by  your  Lordships.  (Here  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  repeated  the  questions.)  My  Lords,  the  only 
material  distinction  between  the  two  questions  appears  to  Ije  this : 
viz.,  that,  in  the  latter  of  the  two,  the  supposed  misconduct  of  the 
witness  is  assumed  to  have  been  discovered  after  his  cross-exam- 
ination. In  the  Courts  below,  wherein  causes  usually  begin  and 
end  at  one  sitting,  subsequent  discoveries  rarely  occur  in  the 
progress  of  a  trial,  the  parties  on  each  side  are  expected  to  come 
at  the  commencement  duly  prepared  with  all  the  proof  that  may 
be  relevant  to  the  matter  in  issue,  and  with  nothing  more ; 
[*  313]  and  we  think  *  the  only  effect  of  a  subsequent  discovery, 
would  be  to  allow  the  witness  to  be  called  back  for  further 
cross-examination,  if  still  within  reach,  wliich  may  be  done  upon 
that  or  other  reasonable  ground.  And  we  are  of  opinion,  that, 
according  to  the  usage  and  practice  of  the  Courts  below,  and, 
according  to  law  as  administered  in  those  Courts,  the  proposed 
proof  cannot  be  adduced  without  a  previous  cross-e.xamination  of 
the  witness  as  to  the  matter  thereof. 

The  legitimate  object  of  the  proposed  proof  is  to  discredit  the 
witness.  Now  the  usual  practice  of  the  Courts  below,  and  a 
practice,  to  which  we  are  not  aware  of  any  exception,  is  this :  if 
it  be  intended  to  bring  the  credit  of  a  witness  into  question  by 
proof  of  anything  that  he  may  have  said  or  declared,  touching  the 
cause,  the  witness  is  first  asked,  upon  cross-examination,  whether 
or  no  he  has  said  or  declared,  that  which  is  intended  to  be  proved. 
If  the  witness  admits  tlie  words  or  declarations  imputed  to  him, 
the  proof  on  the  other  side  becomes  unnecessary  ;  and  the  witness 
has  an  opportunity  of  giving  sucli  reason,  explanation,  or  excul- 
pation of  his  conduct,  if  any  there  may  he,  as  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  the  transaction  may  happen  to  furnish  ;  and  thus 
the  whole  matter  is  brought  before  the  Court  at  once,  which,  in 
our  opinion,  is  tlie  most  convenient  course.  If  the  witness  denies 
the  words  or  declaiation  imputed  to  him,  the  adverse  party  has 
an  opportunity,  afterwards,  of  contending,  that  the  matter  of  the 
speech  or  declaration  is  such,  that  he  is  not  to  be  bound  by  the 
answer  of  the  witnciss,  but  may  contradict  and  falsify  it;  and,  if 
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it  be  found  to  be  such,  lii.s  proof  in  contradiction  will  be  received 
at  the  proper  season.  If  the  witness  declines  to  give  any  answer 
to  the  question  proposed  to  liini,  by  reason  of  the  tendency  tliereof 
to  criminate  himself,  and  tlie  (.'ourt  is  of  opinion  that  he 
*  cannot  be  compelled  to  answer,  tlie  adverse  party  has,  [*.')14] 
in  this  instance,  also,  his  subsequent  opportunity  of  ten- 
dering his  proof  of  the  matter,  which  is  received,  if  by  law  it  ought 
to  be  received.  But  the  possibility,  that  the  witness  may  decline 
to  answer  the  (piestion,  affords  no  sufficient  reason  for  not  giving 
him  the  opportunity  of  answering,  and  of  ottering  such  explanatory 
or  exculpatory  matter  as  I  have  before  alluded  to :  and  it  is,  in  our 
opinion,  of  great  importance  tliat  this  opportunity  should  be  thus 
afforded,  not  only  for  the  purpose  already  mentioned,  but  because, 
if  not  given  in  the  first  instance,  it  maybe  wholly  lost;  for  a 
witness  who  has  been  examined,  and  has  no  reason  to  suppose 
that  his  further  attendance  is  requisite,  often  departs  the  Court, 
and  may  not  be  found  or  brought  back  until  the  trial  be  at  an 
end.  So  that,  if  evidence  of  this  sort  could  be  arjduced  on  the 
sudden  and  by  surprise,  without  any  previous  intimation  to  the 
witness  or  to  the  party  producing  him,  great  injustice  might  be 
done  ;  and,  in  our  opinion,  not  unfrequently  would  be  done  both 
to  the  witness  and  to  the  party;  and  this  not  only  in  the  case  of 
a  witness  called  by  a  plaintiff  or  prosecutor,  but  equally  so  in  the 
case  of  a  witnes.s  called  by  a  defendant ;  and  one  of  the  great 
objects  of  the  course  of  proceeding  established  in  our  Courts  is  the 
prevention  of  surprise,  as  far  as  practicable,  upon  any  person  who 
may  appear  therein. 

The  questions  proposed  by  your  Lordships  comprise  not  only 
declarations  made  by  a  witness,  but  also,  in  the  language  of  the 
first  of  those  questions,  "acts  done  by  him  to  procure  persons 
corruptly  to  give  evidence  in  support  of  the  prosecution  ; "  and  in 
the  language  of  the  latter  question,  "  a  discovery  that  the  witness 
has  corruptetl  or  endeavoured  to  corrupt  another  person  to  give 
false  testimony  in  such  cause." 

*  My  Lords,  we  understand  the  acts  thus  mentioned  [*  .'U")] 
to  be  acts  occurring  in  the  orilinary  mode  and  usual  course 
wherein  such  transactions  are  proved  in  common  experience  to 
take  plac^\  because  we  presume,  if  the  questions  had  related  to 
an  act  done  in  an  extraordinary  and  unusual  manner,  our  atten- 
tion would  have  been   directed   to  the  special  mode  and  circura- 
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stances  of  the  act,  by  the  frame  and  language  of  the  questions. 
Now,  such  acts  of  corruption  are  ordinarily  accomplished  by  words 
and  speeches  :  an  offer  of  money  or  other  benefit  derives  its  entire 
character  from  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  made,  and  this  purpose 
is  notified  and  explained  by  words  ;  so  that  an  inquiry  into  the 
act  of  corruption  will  usually  be,  both  in  form  and  effect,  an 
inquiry  as  to  the  words  spoken  by  the  supposed  corruptor ;  and 
words  spoken  for  such  a  purpose  do,  in  our  opinion,  fall  within 
the  same  rule  and  principle,  with  regard  to  the  course  of  pro- 
ceeding in  our  Courts,  as  words  spoken  for  any  other  purpose ; 
and  we  do  not,  therefore,  perceive  any  solid  distinction  with 
regard  to  this  point  between  the  declarations  and  the  acts  men- 
tioned in  the  questions  proposed  to  us.  It  will  be  obvious  that 
the  observations  regarding  convenience  and  inconvenience,  which 
we  have  taken  the  liberty  to  offer  to  your  Lordships  as  to  the 
proof  of  w^ords,  are  alike  applicable  to  the  proof  of  acts.  Nice  and 
subtle  distinctions  are  avoided  in  our  Courts  as  mucli  as  possible, 
especially  in  matters  of  practice,  on  account  of  the  delay,  confusion, 
and  uncertainty,  to  which  such  distinctions  naturally  lead.  For 
these  reasons,  my  Lords,  we  have  tliought  ourselves  called  upon 
to  answer  both  questions  wholly  in  the  negative. 

Slatterie   v.    Pooley. 

6  Meeson  &  Welsby,  6G4-6G9  (s.  c.  1  11.  &  W.  16;  4  Jnr.  1038). 

Evidence.  —  Written  Instrument.  —  P((rul  Admissio)i. 

[(564]       A  parnl  admission  l)y  a  party  to  a  suit  is  always  reeeivabli'  in  evidence 
against  him,  altliougli  it  relate  to  tlie  contents  of  a  deed  or  other  written 
instrument :   and  even  though  its  contents  be  directly  in  issue  in  tlie  cause. 

Covenant.  The  declaration  stated,  that  tlie  plaintiff"  having 
entered  into  a  certain  deed  of  composition  with  certain  of  his 
creditors,  in  which  reference  was  made  to  a  certain  schedule  an- 
nexed tliereto,  containing  a  list  and  statement  of  the  debts  then 
due  anti  owing  to  and  from  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant,  in  consid- 
eration of  the  assignment  of  a  certain  e(iuital)le  interest  which  the 
plaintiff  tlien  had  in  certain  premises,  by  indenture  dated,  &c.,  cov- 
enanted with  the  plaintiff  to  indemnify  liim  against  all  debts 
[*  665]  or  demands  due  from  the  ])lnintiff  to  such  of  his  *  creditors 
as  had  not  executed  the  said  d'X'd  of  composition:  and 
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alleged  as  a  breach,  that  the  defendant  allowed  and  permitted  one 
James  Thomas,  a  creditor  whose  debt  was  entered  in  the  said 
schedule,  but  who  had  not  executed  the  .said  deed  of  composition, 
to  bring  an  action  and  recover  against  the  plaintiff  the  amount  of 
his  said  debt,  together  with  his  costs,  iV'c. 

Pleas :  first,  )ioii  est  factum ;  secondly,  that  the  defendant  wa.s 
induced  to  enter  into  the  said  covenant  and  agreement  by  the 
fraud,  covin,  and  misrepresentation  of  the  plaintifi';  and  thirdly, 
that  the  said  debt  of  the  said  James  Thomas,  for  which  the  said 
action  was  brought  against  the  plaintiff,  as  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  was  not  included  in  the  said  s.chedule  annexed  to  tlie 
said  deed  of  composition  ;  on  which  issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial  l)efore  Guknev,  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  in 
Trinity  Term,  the  composition  deed  and  schedule  were  produced 
in  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  but  the  latter,  not  being  duly  stamped, 
was  rejected:  whereupon,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the  third 
issue,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  tendered  in  evidence  a  verbal  admis- 
sion by  the  defendant  that  the  debt  mentioned  in  the  declaration 
was  the  same  with  one  entered  in  the  schedule.  This  evidence 
was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  the  contents  of  a  written  in- 
strument, which  was  itself  inadmissible  for  Avant  of  a  proper 
stamp,  could  not  be  proved  by  parol  evidence  of  any  kind  :  and 
the  learned  Judge  being  of  that  opinion,  the  plaintiff  was 
non-suited. 

Erie  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  the  evidence  was  improperly  rejected  (citing  EarJr  v.  Picken, 
5  C.  k  P.  542). 

Sir  F.  Pollock  and  Warren  showed  cause  in  Michaelmas 
*  Term.  This  evidence  was  not  receivable.  To  admit  a  [*  666] 
parol  statement  of  the  matter  inserted  in  the  schedule  in 
this  case,  would  be  in  direct  violation  of  a  settled  principle  of  the 
law  of  evidence,  viz.,  that  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument 
cannot  be  proved  otherwise  than  by  the  instrument  itself,  unless 
satisfactory  grounds  be  shown  for  its  non-production,  in  which 
case  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  is  receivable.  The  cases 
on  this  subject  are  collected  in  1  Phill.  Evid.  364  (8th  edit.).  It  is 
established  by  several  authorities  (Abbot  v.  Plumbe,  1  Doug.  216  ; 
Johnson  v.  Mason,  1  Esp.  89  ;  Cunliffcy.  Sefton,  2  East,  87;  Call 
V.  Dtmning,  4  East,  53)  that  the  execution  of  a  deed  cannot  be 
proved  by  the  admission  of  a  party  to  it.     Here  it  was  proposed  to 
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prove  the  very  matter  in  issue,  viz.,  the  contents  of  the  schedule, 
and  that  it  included  the  debt  in  question,  merely  hy  the  verbal 
admission  of  the  defendant.  Bloram  v.  Msee,  lly.  &  M.  187,  1  C. 
&  P.  588,  is  a  distinct  authority  against  the  reception  of  such 
evidence.  That  was  an  action  by  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  for  the 
infringement  of  a  patent  granted  to  the  bankrupt ;  and  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  having  proposed  to  ask  an  adverse  witness  whether 
he  had  not  heard  the  bankrupt  say  that  by  a  deed  between  him 
and  one  D.  an  interest  in  the  patent  belonged  to  D.,  Lord  Tenteii- 
DEN  interposed,  saying  emphatically :  "  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  no  question  can  be  asked  as  to  what  the  bankrupt  has  said  as 
to  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument,  without  the  production  of 
the  instrument,  or  an  account  of  its  non-production  ;  and  I  give 
my  opinion  distinctly,  in  order  that  it  may  be  renewed  by  a  bill  of 
exceptions,  or  in  any  other  mode  the  counsel  for  the  defendant 
may  think  proper."  That  ruling  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
questioned,  and   no  case   appears  to  have  been  decided  the  other 

way,  until  that  of  Earle  v.  Picl-en,  where  Park,  J.,  certainly 
[*  667]  laid  it  down  as  a  general  rule  of  law,  that  "what  a  *  party 

says  is  evidence  against  himself,  as  an  admission,  whether 
it  relate  to  the  contents  of  a  written  paper,  or  to  anything  else." 
There,  however,  the  admission  did  not  necessarily  involve  the  con- 
tents of  a  written  instrument,  but  only  imported  that  the  party  to 
whom  it  referred  had  in  some  form  or  other  made  an  agreement 
with  the  defendant  for  the  purchase  of  an  estate.  [Parke,  ]>. 
Other  subsequent  cases  to  the  same  effect  are  referred  to  in  Phil- 
lipps  on  Evidence,  Vol.  I.  p.  364,  and  a  reason  is  given  for  the 
admissibility  of  the  evidence.  In  one  sense,  no  doubt,  the  best 
evidence  is  the  production  of  the  instrument  itself;  ])ut  the  ([ues- 
tion  is,  whether  the  admission  by  the  party  himself  of  its  contents 
is  not  receivable,  as  affording  a  presumption  of  truth,  whereas 
parol  evidence  of  its  contents  aliunde,  without  its  lutn-produc- 
tion  being  first  accounted  for,  leads  to  a  contrary  presumption.] 
The  admission  of  such  evidence  is  of  dangerous  precedent,  since 
thereby  as  well  tlic  rule  which  enjoins  the  calling  of  the  sub- 
scribing witness,  as  also  the  reading  of  the  instrument  itself, 
is  dispensed  with.  Of  the  cases  cited  in  the  place  just  referred  to, 
SeAoell  V.  Stubhs,  1  C.  &  P.  73,  was  anterior  to  lUoxam  v.  Elsee,  and 
probably  gave  occasion  to  Tiord  '{'extekoen's  emphatic  expression 
of  his  o})inion  to  the  contrary.     Dor.  d.  Waithmnn  v.  Miles,  4  Camp. 
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475,  1  Stark.  181  (16  E.  R.  805),  and  Doe  d.  Lowden  v.  Watson, 
2  Stark.  230,  also  occurred  before  Bloxam  v.  Elsec.  In  Nev.unan  v. 
Stretch.  Moo.  &  M.  338,  the  declarations  of  a  bankrupt  on  his 
return,  tliat  he  had  absented  himself  to  avoid  a  writ  against  him, 
Avere  held  sufficient  evidence  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  without  any 
other  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  writ,  or  of  the  debt  on  which  it 
was  founded.  But  there  the  evidence  was  not  necessarily  used  to 
prove  the  contents  of  the  writ.  The  bankrupt  mioht  go  away  to 
avoid  writs,  though  none  were  actually  issued  against  him. 
But  such  evidence  has  in  no  *case  been  admitted,  where  [*668j 
the  contents  of  the  deed  or  written  instrument  were 
•directly  in  issue.  This  is  no  doubt  a  point  of  great  importance, 
and  it  is  desirable  that  it  should  be  settled  by  a  distinct  decision 
of  the  Court. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  Erie  and  Busby  appeared  to  support  the 
Tule,  but 

Pauke,  B.,  said :  The  Court  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
trouble  Mr.  Erie  in  support  of  the  rule  in  this  case  ;  as  we  who 
heard  the  argument  (my  Brother  Aluehson,  who  is  absent,  as  well 
as  ourselves)  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  defendant's  own  declara- 
tions were  admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  the  identity  of  the  debt 
sued  for,  with  that  mentioned  in  tlie  schedule,  although  such 
admissions  involved  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument  not  pro- 
duced ;  and  I  believe  my  Lord  ABixaRit,  who  was  not  present  at 
the  argument,  entirely  concurs. 

The  authority  of  Lord  Tenterdex  at  Nisi  Prius,  in  the  case  of 
Bloxam  v.  Elsee,  is  no  doubt  to  the  contrary  :  but  since  that  case 
as  well  as  before,  there  have  been  many  reported  decisions,  that 
whatever  a  party  says,  or  his  acts  amounting  to  admissions,  are 
evidence  against  himself,  though  such  admissions  may  involve 
what  must  necessarily  be  contained  in  some  deed  or  writing ;  for 
instance,  a  statement  by  a  party,  or  one  under  whom  he  claims, 
that  an  estate  had  been  conveyed  to  or  from  such  person,  or  that 
such  person  filled  the  character  of  assignee,  which  could  only  be 
by  deed,  or  the  like  (see  Dichinson  v.  Covxird,  1  B.  &  Aid.  679). 
Many  of  these  cases  are  collected  in  the  1st  vol.  of  Messrs.  Phil- 
lipps  &  Amos,  p.  364  ;  and  any  one,  experienced  in  the  conduct  of 
causes  at  Nisi  Prius,  must  know  how  constant  the  practice  is. 
Indeed,  if  such  evidence  were  inadmissible,  the  difficulties 
*  thrown  in  the  way  of  almost  every  trial  would  be  nearly  [*  669] 
insuperable. 
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The  reason  why  such  parol  statements  are  admissible,  without 
notice  to  produce,  or  accounting  for  the  absence  of  the  written 
instrument,  is,  that  they  are  not  open  to  the  same  objection  which 
belongs  to  parol  evidence  from  other  sources,  where  the  written 
evidence  might  have  been  produced  ;  for  such  evidence  is  excluded 
from  the  presumption  of  its  untruth,  arising  from  the  very  nature 
of  the  case,  where  better  evidence  is  withheld ;  whereas  what  a 
party  himself  admits  to  be  true,  may  reasonably  be  presumed  to 
be  so.  The  weight  and  value  of  such  testimony  is  quite  another 
question.  That  will  vary  according  to  the  circumstances,  and  it 
may  be  in  some  cases  quite  unsatisfactory  to  a  jury.  But  it  is 
enough  for  the  present  purpose  to  say  that  the  evidence  is 
admissible. 

Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  said  he  was  not  present  at  the  argument, 
but  concurred  in  what  was  said  by  Parke,  B.  ;  and  stated  that  he 
had  always  considered  it  as  clear  law,  that  a  party's  own  state- 
ments were  in  all  cases  admissible  against  himself,  whether  they 
corroborate  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument  or  not. 

GuRNEY,  B.,  and  Kolee,  B.,  concurred.  Rule  absolute. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

''The  Queen's  Case"  has  been  so  frequently  cited  as  the  leading 
authority  upon  the  several  points  of  law  put  to  the  Judges,  that  it  is 
thought  best  to  print  it  entire.  The  law  upon  some  of  the  points  has 
been  altered  by  Statute  as  will  be  presently  shown.  For  the  well- 
known  proposition  forming  the  first  paragraph  of  tlic  rule  above  given^ 
the  opinion  of  the  Judges  in  answer  to  the  question  on  \).  187,  supra^ 
is  usually  cited  as  the  leading  authority.  Illustrations  of  the  rule 
might  bo  multi])lied  indefinitely.  Tims,  where  it  appears  that  there 
is  a  written  lease,  or  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  parol  evidence  is  in- 
admissible to  prove  the  fact  of  tenancy:  Brewer  v.  Palmer  (1800), 
3  Esp.  213;  Bex  v.  Rawdm  (1828),  8  B.  &  C.  708,  3  M.  &  R.  42; 
Fenn  v.  Griffith  (1830),  G  Bing.  .533,  4  Moo.  cSt  P.  299;  Tuujman  v. 
Knowles  (1853),  13  C.  B.  222,  22  L.  J.  C.  P.  143;  or  to  show  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  tenancy' :  TarDcr  v.  Poiver  (1828),  7  B. 
&  C.  625,  M.  &  M.  131;  or  that  it  is  a  tenancy  under  a  particular 
person:  Doe  v.  Harvey  (1832),  8  Bing.  239,  1  Moo.  &  Sc.  374.  So  a 
landlord  cannot  bo  called  in  an  action  between  third  parties  to  prove 
that  rent  is  owing  to  liim  without  producing  the  lease:  Augustin  v. 
Challis  (1847),  1  Ex.  279,  17  L.  J.  Ex.  73. 

Similarly,    a  party  cannot  recover  on  a  claim  for  work  and  labour 
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where  it  iiitpeiirs  tliat  lie  was  employed  to  do  flic  work  under  a  written 
contract  wliicli  is  not  {)roduced :  Buxton  v.  CornlsJi  (1844),  12  M.  & 
W.  426,  1  D.  &  L.  585.  l;]  L.  J.  Ex.  91;  and  where  the  plaintiff  had 
built  a  house  for  the  defendant  under  a  written  contract,  and  sued  him 
for  works  done  about  the  house  which  he  alleged  were  extras,  not  in- 
cluded in  the  contract,  he  could  not  prove  that  tliey  were  not  included 
without  producing  the  contract:  Vincent  v.  Cole  (1828),  3  C.  &  P.  481, 
M.  &  M.  258.  But  in  an  action  for  work  and  labour  it  was  held  that 
after  the  plaintiff  had  established  his  case  by  other  evidence,  he  was 
not  precluded  from  recovering  by  the  defendant's  proving  the  existence 
of  an  unstamped  agreement  which  they  had  not  given  him  notice  to 
produce:   Stephens  v.  Finney  (1818),  8  Taunt.  327,  2  Moore,  349. 

In  an  action  for  the  price  of  goods  supplied  under  a  written  contract 
which  referred  for  the  terms  of  payment  to  an  arrangement  in  writing 
which  could  not  be  [)roduced  for  want  of  being  stamped,  it  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  as  she  could  not  prove  the  terras  of  pay- 
ment:  DeJcnj  V.  Aleoek  (1855),  4  El.  &  Bl.  060,  24  L.  J.  Q.  B.  68, 
1  Jur.   (X.  S.)  498. 

It  is  also  generally  true  that  where  a  document  comes  in  question  in 
a  case,  and  is  relevant  to  the  issue,  its  contents  cannot  be  i)roved  by 
parol  evidence.  The  rule  was  carried  to  perhaps  an  extreme  rigour  on 
the  trial  of  an  action  before  the  Queen's  Bench  (in  1849j  for  piracy  of 
musical  copyright.  A  piece  of  music  having  l)een  shown  to  a  witness 
skilled  in  music,  and  the  witness  having  been  asked,  for  the  purpose  of 
sliowing  that  it  was  not  first  [)ublished  in  England,  whether  he  had  not 
seen  copies  of  it  for  sale  abroad  at  a  certain  date,  it  was  held  that  the 
question  was  rightly  disallowed  as  relating  to  the  contents  of  a  docu- 
ment not  produced:  Boonei/  v.  Davidson  (1849),  13  Q.  B.  257,  18  L.  J, 
Q.  B.  174.  But  u[ton  this  case  being  referred  to  in  the  argument  in 
(Jeralopvlo  v.  Wleler  (1851),  10  C.  B.  690,  Jervis.  C.  J.  (at  p.  696), 
makes  the  interlocutory  remark  :  "  \  once  cited  that  case  in  the 
Exchequer  :  but  I  did  not  fin<l  it  treate<l  with  much  respect."  In 
an  action  for  a  lilicl  in  imputing  to  the  plaintiff  thtit  he  was  a  rebel 
by  reason  of  his  belonging  to  a  certain  association  —  the  plea  having 
justified  the  libel  —  it  was  held  that  the  defendant  could  not  ask  the 
plaintiff  in  cross-examination  whether  his  name  appeared  in  a  book 
containing  rhe  names  of  members  of  the  association:  Darhi/  v.  Oiiselei/ 
(1856),  1  H.  &  X.  1,  25  L.  J.  Ex.  227,  2  Jur.  (N.  S.)  497. 

As  appears  from  the  second  part  of  the  rule,  the  admission  of  a  party 
may,  however,  always  be  used  against  him,  notwithstanding  that  the 
fact  admitted  is  evidenced  by  writing.  The  authoritv  most  often  cited 
in  support  of  this  proposition  is  Slatterie  v.  Pooley,  Xo.  10,  p.  208, 
siqira,  which  has  accordingly  been  selected  as  the  ruling  case;  but  it 
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is  also  supported  by  many  other  rases.  Thus  an  admission  by  a  party 
that  he  owed  a  certain  sum  on  a  bill  of  exchange  was  held  admissible, 
though  no  notice  to  produce  the  bill  had  been  given:  Fryer  v.  Urowit 
(1824),  Ryan  &  Moody,  145.  A  witness  was  allowed  to  be  asked 
whether  he  had  not  heard  the  opposite  party  say  that  a  person  had 
agreed  to  give  a  certain  sum  for  an  estate,  though  the  fact  was  evi- 
denced by  a  written  agreement  not  produced:  Earle  v.  Pkken  (1833), 
5  Carr.  &,  Payne,  542.  In  an  action  on  an  account  stated  the  indebted- 
ness of  the  defendant  may  be  proved  by  his  own  parol  admission,  not- 
withstanding that  it  is  evidenced  by  a  written  agreement:  Newhall  y. 
Holt  (184U),  G  M.  &  ^N.  662,  4  Jur.  610.  The  verbal  statements  of  a 
tenant  as  to  the  terms  of  his  holding  are  admissible,  though  it  was 
created  by  adopting  a  former  demise  in  writing:  Hoirard  v.  Smith 
(1841),  :^  :\Ian.  &  Gr.  2.54,  3  Scott,  X.  R.  574. 

A  plaintiff  in  order  to  prove  that  he  had  executed  an  indenture  wa& 
allowed  to  give  in  evidence  an  admission  by  the  defendant  that  he 
(the  jdaintilf)  had  done  so:  Kliuj  y.  Cole  (1848),  2  Ex.  628,  17  L.  J. 
Ex.  283;  and  a  part}'  was  held  entitled  to  put  in  a  co])y  of  a  deed,  in- 
dorsed upon  which  was  a  memorandum  signed  by  the  opjjosite  party  to 
the  effect  that  it  was  a  true  coi)y :  Boulter  v.  Feplow  (1850),  9  C.  B. 
493.  As  to  the  risk  which  attends  the  application  of  this  doctrine  in 
cases  where  the  admission  is  not  made  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings, 
but  is  proved  by  the  evidence  of  other  witnesses,  reference  may  be 
made  to  Bloxliain  v.  EJsee,  p.  210,  mpni  :  the  note  to  Earle  v.  PickeTi 
(1833),  supra  :  Lawless  v.  (Jue'^^a  (1845),  8  L.  R.  Ir.  382,  and  Boulter 
V.  Peploir,  Hupra.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  in  Sanders  v.  Karnell 
(1858),  1  F.  &  F.  356,  Chanxell,  B.,  observes  (at  p.  357)  that  tlm 
doctrine  contained  in  Slatterie  v.  Pooley  is  one  not  to  be  extended. 

Where  the  writing  and  the  parol  evidence  are  collateral  and  inde- 
pendent modes  of  })roving  the  fact  in  question,  the  former  will  not 
exclude  the  latter.  For  example,  the  ])aynuMit  of  money  may  be  proved 
by  parol  evidence,  luitwithstanding  that  there  is  a  written  receipt: 
Jn.eoh  v.  Biuilsaij  (ISOl),  1  East,  460;  Bamhert  v.  ( 'ohn,  (1803),  4  Esp. 
213,  6  R.  R.  854. 

Where  a  verbal  dcniaml  and  a  demand  in  wriling  were  made  at  the 
same  time  with  a  view  to  ])rii)ging  trovca-  for  goods,  and  the  one  did 
not  refer  to  the  other,  evidiMice  of  the  verbal  demand  was  held  suffi- 
cient: Smitli  V.  Yoini'i  (1808),  1  (-amp.  4'>9.  In  an  action  for  use  and 
occupation,  it  was  jn-oved  by  an  auctioneer  that  the  jiremises  had  been 
let  by  him  to  the  defendant  at  an  auction  for  -£16  a  year,  and  on  cross- 
examination  the  auctioned-  admitted  that  tlie  tenus  were  written  down 
on  a  paper  whicli  was  haiide<l  to  the  (h'feiidaiit,  when  the  lot  was 
knocked  down.     This  paper  vi;is  liel.l  inadmissible  for  want  of  a  stamp. 
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Unt  Lord  ELLEXP.<)i;ou(iii  ruled  that  tlic  paper,  not  being  t?igned,  was 
collateral  to  the  taking,  and  that  the  parol  evidence  was  admissible: 
Ramshottom  v.  TanbrUhja  (1814).  2  ^l.  ik  S.  434,  15  R.  K.  302.  An 
admission  of  a  debt  originally  verbal,  but  inmiediately  put  in  writing, 
ma}' be  proved  by  parol:  Slnglcto)i  v.  Barrett  (1832),  2  C.  &  J.  3(5.S, 
1  L.  J.  Ex.  134.  ^ 

For  the  cases  in  which  secondary  evidence  of  a  document  is  admis- 
sible, see  Section  IV.  post. 

As  to  the  rules  under  the  second  and  tliird  branches  (pjt.  185,  187, 
fiiipr(()  of  the  Queen^s  Case,  the  law  is  altered  by  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125, 
s.  24,  and  28  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  5,  which  enacts  for  the  purposes  of  civil 
and  criminal  proceedings  respectively,  that  a  witness  may  be  cross- 
examined  as  to  previous  statements  made  by  him  in  writing  without 
producing  the  writing,  but  if  it  is  intended  to  contradict  him  by 
the  writing,  his  attention  must  be  drawn  to  the  parts  of  the  writing 
intended  to   be   so   used;   provided   that   the  Judge  may   call  for   the 

document  itself. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

]Mr.  Greenleaf  cites  the  Queen  s  Case  very  frequently,  and  the  doctrine  of 
the  first  branch  of  the  Rule  is  too  familiar  and  elementary  to  need  tlie  cita- 
tion of  autliorities.  See  note.  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  24.  Both  cases  are  embraced 
in  Thayer's  Cases  on  Evidence.  The  Queen^s  Case  is  cited  and  ai)proved,  as 
to  cross-examination,  in  Gaffney  v.  People,  50  New  York,  41fi ;  and  see  New- 
comb  V.  Grisicold,  24  ib.  298. 

Mr.  Chamberlain  says  in  notes  to  Best  on  Evidence,  p.  210  :  "  Whether 
Slatlcrie  v.  Pooley  is  law  in  this  country,  is  in  dispute." 

y\v.  Greenleaf  cites  Slatterie  v.  Pooley  "  as  the  leading  English  case  on 
tliis  point,"  remarking  that  it  "  has  not  been  universally  accepted  as  law," 
citing  Irish  cases,  and  some  from  New  York,  Jenner  v.  Joliffe,  6  Johnson,  9  ; 
Welland  Canal  v.  Hathaway,  8  Wendell,  480,  both  cited  and  followed  in  Sher- 
man v.  People,  18  Ilun,  .57.5,  in  which  the  Court  said:  "It  seems  to  be  the 
rule  in  this  State  that  the  admissions  of  a  party  are  competent  evidence 
only  when  parol  evidence  of  the  fact  sought  to  be  shown  by  such  admis- 
sions would  be  competent."  So  the  defendant's  admission  that  his  house 
was  mortgaged  was  held  incompetent.  So  in  Kain  v.  Larkin,  lol  N.  Y"".  312, 
it  was  held  that  the  testimony  of  a  party,  taken  in  the  form  of  a  deposition, 
subscribed  by  him,  must  be  proved  by  the  deposition,  and  that  the  admission 
of  oral  evidence  of  it  by  the  referee  before  whom  it  was  taken,  was  error. 
Citing  People  v.  Ilinchman,  75  Mich.  587,  to  the  same  effect. 

The  New  York  dor-trine  was  adopted  in  Ware  v.  Roherson.  18  Alabama, 
105,  where  it  was  held  that  the  admissions  of  a  party,  out  of  Court,  of  the 
contents  of  a  judgment  against  him,  are  inadmissible.  (Followed  in  Fralick 
v.  Presley,  29  Alabama,  457;  65  Am.  Dec.  41o,  as  to  the  contents  of  an  exist- 
ing deed.)  And  in  Rtimhough  v.  South  Imp.  Co.,  112  North  Carolina,  751;  34 
Am.  St.  Rep.  528,  it  was  held  the  declarations  of  the  president  of  a  corpora- 
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tion  were  not  admissible  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  letter  written  by  him  as 
to  the  authority  of  another  officer,  the  letter  not  being  produced  nor  its 
absence  accounted  for.  In  Petree  v.  Wilson,  104  Alabama,  157,  it  was.  held 
that  an  attested  chattel  mortgage  could  not  be  proved  as  evidence  of  title 
by  admissions  of  its  execution,  without  laying  the  proper  predicate.  I'he 
Court  said,  '•  Xo  rule  is  better  settled." 

The  New  York  cases  were  also  followed  in  ThreadfjUl  x .  White,  11  Iredell 
Law  (Nor.  Car.),  592,  which  contains  the  most  cogent  argument  against  the 
English  doctrine  of  any  of  the  American  decisions.  Tlie  Court  said  :  "It 
seems  to  be  in  direct  opposition  to  principle,  the  evidence  being  received  as 
primary,  and  the  production  of  the  deed,  and  notice  to  produce  it  and  direct 
proof  of  its  execution  being  dispensed  with.  For  if  it  be  attempted  to  prove 
the  contents  by  a  person  who  has  read  it,  the  law  will  not  hear  him,  even 
after  proof  of  execution,  unless  the  non-production  of  the  deed  be  accounted 
for;  and  the  reason  is  that  the  law  will  not  trust  to  the  frail  memory  of  any 
man  upon  that  point,  when  the  higher  grade  of  evidence,  constituted  by  the 
instrument  itself,  is  kept  back.  There  is  evidently  the  same  reason  for 
refusing  the  evidence  of  a  person  who  depends  upon  his  recollection  of  what 
the  party  said  of  the  contents.  That  is  indeed  going  a  step  farther  than  in 
the  former  instance,  since  there  is  not  only  danger  that  the  witness  may  have 
misunderstood  or  not  fully  remembered  what  the  party  said,  but  also  that  the 
party  may  not  have  remembered  and  understood  the  terms  and  effect  of  the 
deed  correctly.  The  incongruity  will  be  the  more  readily  seen,  if  we  suppose 
the  same  witness  who  is  called  to  prove  the  party's  admissions  of  the  contents 
of  a  deed,  to  state  also,  upon  further  examination,  that  he,  upon  his  own 
knowledge  and  remembrance,  could  state  the  contents,  and  that  they  were 
entirely  different  from  those  stated  by  the  party,  so  as  to  show  that  the  party 
by  mistake  understood  the  deed  to  operate  more  strongly  against  him  than  in 
fact  it  did.  Would  it  not  seem  as  strange  a  thing  as  can  be,  that  the  better 
recollections  of  the  witness,  as  they  may  be,  of  the  contents  of  the  instrument 
—  which  perhaps  he  attested  —  should  not  be  admissible,  while  his  recollec- 
tions of  the  party's  declared  and  mistaken  recollections  as  to  the  contents 
should  be  sufficient  to  establish  them?  There  is  clearly  in  each  case  the 
danger  that  the  Court  and  jury  may  be  misled:  on  which  the  rule  of  evidence 
rests  which  rejects  inferior  evidence  because  better  may  be  had.  and  njion 
that  ground  requires  the  production  of  deeds  as  the  best  proof  of  tlifir  con- 
tents. In  this  country,  that  view  seems  to  have  been  generally  taken  of  the 
question."     Citing  the  New  York  cases. 

Slatterie  v.  Pooley  and  its  following  were  jiointedly  condemned  by  tlie 
Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  of  New  Jersey  (thirteen  Judges,  including  the 
CiiA.NCKLi.oH,  Chief  Justice,  and  six  lay  Judges),  mCumherland  M.  F.  Itis. 
Co.  V.  Gillinan,  48  New  Jersey  Law,  495),  by  a  vote  of  11  to  2,  the  dissenters 
being  laymen.  The  Chief  Justice  said:  "But  these  decisions  are  all  of 
modern  date,  originating  in  the  year  1840,  and  have  not  received  anything 
like  universal  approval  by  the  Courts  of  this  country,  and  it  is  certain  that 
they  are  opposed  to  the  immemorial  administration  of  the  law  in  this  State." 
"  With  us  the  ancient,  and  as  it  is  deemed,  the  safe  ])rinciple,  has  prevailed. 
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that  the  document  is  the  primary,  and  the  admission  of  its  contents  secondary 
evidence,  and  that  tlie  latter  cannot  be  resorted  to  as  long  as  the  former  is 
availaMe."  But  tiie  Court  held  tiiat  the  admission  of  an  insured  party  in  his 
proofs  of  loss  was  receivable  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  policy,  because  it 
was  "so  formal  as  to  put  it  on  a  level  with  admissions  in  a  course  of  law." 
"The  confessions  of  a  party  have  never  been  considered  evidence  of  the 
execution  of  a  specialty  "  :  Jenner  v.  Joliffe,  supra. 

Mr.  (ireenleaf  distinguishes  between  an  admission  of  the  formal  execution 
and  of  the  existence  of  a  writing,  excluding  the  former  and  admitting  the 
latter  (1  Evidence,  sect.  Oli). 

Till'  doctrine  of  S/at/eric  v.  Pooloj  is  however  probably  generally  preva- 
lent in  this  country:  Lo'nuis  v.  ]Va<l/iaiiis.  S  (iray  (Mass.),  557;  Blackinglon  v. 
lli)vllni,iLi)i\  iNIaiue,  '.VS:!;  E'/(/ar  v.  Ric/ian/son.  -V-]  Ohio  State,  581 ;  31  Am. 
Kep.  571  ;  E'lwards  v.  Tract/,  VrJ  Peini.  State,  :)74  ;  Ta>/Iorx.  Peclc'll  Grattau 
(Virginia),  11,  all  but  one  citing  Slndcrle  v.  Poole;/.  The  doctrine  was  estab- 
lislu'd  in  Pennsylvania  in  1810,  by  Widdifield  v.  W'uldifeld.  2  Binney,  1^45.  in 
which  it  was  held  that  a  partnership  was  provable  by  acts  or  declarations, 
although  it  was  formed  by  written  articles,  the  Court  observing  :  "  It  does  not 
appear  that  there  was  any  intention  to  give  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the 
articles  of  partnership.  How  ai-e  the  world  to  know  anything  about  iustru- 
inents  of  writing  made  in  secret  between  persons  in  trade?"  Cited  and 
applied  in  Cuder  v.  Estate  of  Thomas,  '25  Vermont,  73,  as  between  creditors 
atid  the  partners.  (The  head  note  misstates  the  decision  as  being  that  "  If 
the  question  be  inter  se,  the  only  competent  evidence  of  partnership  would 
be  the  articles  themselves."  The  Court  simply  said  :  "  Though  it  should  be 
conceded  that,"  &c.,  as  above,  "  j^et  the  same  principle  will  not  apply  when 
the  suit  is  by  a  creditor  of  the  partnership,"  &c.)  The  same  doctrine  in 
McEcoi/  V.  Bock:  37  Minnesota,  402. 

In  Morey  v.  Hoyt,  62  Connecticut,  542  ;  19  Lawyer's  Rep.  Annotated,  615, 
the  question  was  carefully  considered.  The  Court  said  :  "  The  rule  that  the 
oral  admissions  of  a  party  against  himself  and  those  claiming  under  him, 
although  relating  to  the  contents  of  a  writing,  are  primary  evidence,  seems  to 
be  well  established,  whatever  we  may  think  of  its  wisdom.  So  far  as  we  are 
aware,  this  Court  has  never  had  occasion  to  consider  this  rule,  but  elsewhere 
the  weight  of  authority  is  in  its  favor.  It  is  established  in  P^ngland,  as  shown 
by  the  authorities  cited.  '  Primary  evidence  means  the  document  itself,  pro- 
duced for  the  inspection  of  the  Court,  ...  or  an  admission  of  its  contents, 
proved  to  have  been  made  by  a  party  whose  admissions  are  relevant '  :  Stephen 
Dig.  art.  64  ;  Earl  v.  Plcken,  5  Car.  &  P.  542 ;  Slatterie  v.  Pooley.  0  Mees.  & 
W.  6G4  ;  Itcf/.  V.  Basingstj-ole,  14  Q.  B.  611 ;  Taylor  Ev.  par.  410.  It  seems  to 
be  the  prevalent  rule  in  this  country :  1  Gre^nl.  Ev.  15th  ed.  par.  98 ;  Smith 
V.  Palmer,  6  Cush.  (Mass.)  513;  Loomis  v.  Wadham-t,  8  Gray,  5.57;  Blackington 
V.  Rockland,  66  Me.  332 :  Wolverlon  v.  State,  16  Ohio,  173  ;  47  Am.  Dec.  373 ; 
Edgar  v.  Richard.ton.  33  Ohio  State,  581 ;  31  Am.  Rep.  571 ;  Edwards  v.  Tracy, 
62  Penn.  State.  374  :  Tat/lor  v.  Peck.  21  Graft.  11.  The  wisdom  of  this  rule  is 
(piestioned  by  Judge  Taylor  in  his  work  on  Evidence,  and  from  the  cases 
cited  in  note  a  to  the  paragi'aph  from  Greenleaf  cited  above,  it  would  seem 
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that  the  Courts  in  Ireland  dissent  from  it,  as  do  also  the  New  York  Courts. 
The  weight  of  authority  however,  as  before  stated,  seems  to  be  in  its  favor, 
and  we  see  no  reason  why  it  should  not  be  applied  in  a  case  like  the  one  at 
bar,"  —  the  case  of  the  contents  of  a  letter. 

But  the  conversations  of  one  on  trial  for  passing  a  counterfeit  bank  note, 
after  passing  it,  on  the  subject  of  its  genuineness,  are  not  admissible  to  prove 
the  yac^  that  it  was  counterfeit,  without  the  production  of  the  bill  or  ytvooi 
that  it  wai  destroyed:  Commonwealth  v.  Bigelow,  8  Metcalf  (Mass.),  23.5. 
The  Court  concede  that  after  legal  proof  that  it  was  counterfeit,  the  evidence 
would  have  been  competent  to  show  his  guilty  knowledge. 

Parol  evidence  is  competent  to  establish  ownership  of  personal  property, 
although  the  owner  got  title  by  a  writing  still  existing  :  Gallagher  v.  London 
Assur.  Corp.,  149  Peiin.  State,  "25. 


No.  11.  — MEEES   V.   ANSELL. 
(177L) 

RULE. 

Parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  contradict  an  agree- 
ment in  writing. 

Meres  v.  Ansell. 

3  Wilson  275-277. 

Evidence.  —  Contrnct  in  Writing.  —  Parol. 

£275]        Parol  evidence  shall  not  be  admitted  to  contradict  an  agreement  in 
writing. 

Trespas.s  qvarc  clausnm  f regit,  treading  down  the  grass,  digging 
the  soil,  &c.,  in  Millcroft ;  the  defendant  pleaded;  1st,  Not  guiltv ; 
2n<l,  A  license. 

This  cause  was  tried  at  the  last  assizes  before  Lord  Mansfield, 
when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant.  And  now  Serjeants 
Leigh  and  Glynn  moved  to  set  aside  tlie  verdict,  and  for  a  new 
trial,  upon  tliis  ground,  (viz.)  that  Lord  Mansfiei^d  admitted  pnrol 
evidence  to  be  given  at  the»  trial,  which  contradicted  an  agreement 
in  writing,  to  which  the  same  person,  wlio  was  admitted  to  give 
such  parol  evidence,  was  a  subscribing  witness,  and  had  himself 
the  custody  of  the  written  agreement. 

Upon  Lord  Mansfield's  re])ort,  the  facts  ai)pearing  \\\)0\\  the 
trial  wen;,  that  Meres  and  II.  liad  the  occupation  of  certain  closes 
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of  land  of  Meres,  called  Millcroft  and  Boreliam's  Field,  and  that 
the  defendant  Ansell  and  his  {lailner  came  to  this  agreement 
with  them  hy  a  memorandum  in  writing,  signed  by  all  the  said 
four  parties,  and  attested  by  one  Joseph  Matthews,  whereby  it 
was  agreed  by  defendant  Ansell  and  liis  ])artner  to  exchange  their 
copper-mill,  &c.,  with  Meres  and  H.,  in  consideration  of  the  grass 
and  vesture  of  hay,  to  be  taken  Ity  Ansell  and  partner  from  off 
Boreham's  Meadow,  and  articles  were  to  be  made  accord- 
ingly, *this  was  in  the  year  1765,  but  no  mention  in  [*  276] 
the  agreement  is  made  of  the  close  called  ]\lillcroft,  in 
which,  &c.,  and  only  a  special  particular  interest  in  Boreham 
Meadow. 

It  further  appears  by  Lord  Maxsfikld's  report,  that  tlie  defend- 
ant Ansell  and  liis  servants  by  his  order  walked  in  Millcroft,  and 
trod  down  the  grass  there  growing  as  high  as  their  knees,  on  pur- 
pose to  have  it  determined  at  law,  whether  the  defendant  Ansell 
and  partner  were  not  intitled  to  the  ])ossession  of  Millcroft  as  well 
as  the  hay  of  Boreham  Meadow  ;  so  that  here  is  a  clear  trespass 
proved. 

Matthews  the  subscribing  witness  was  su])poenaed  to  give  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  but  was  called  by  the  plaintiti", 
when  he  produced  and  proved  the  written  agreement,  and  further 
deposed,  that  it  was  at  the  same  time  (when  the  written  agree- 
ment was  made)  agreed  ])y  the  parties  l)y  parol,  that  Ansell  and 
partner  should  not  only  have  the  hay  from  off  Boreham  Meadow, 
but  also  the  whole  possession  of  tlie  soil  and  produce  both  of  Bore- 
ham Meadow  and  Millcroft ;  and  the  re])ort  further  says,  that 
there  was  another  witness  to  prove  tlie  same  matter.  The  defend- 
ant called  no  witness,  wliereupon  it  was  left  to  the  jury  who 
found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  Lord  Mansfield  reports  he 
is  not  dissatisfied  with  the  verdict. 

Serjeant  Burland  for  the  defendant — Submitted  it  to  the  Court, 
that  ^Matthews  was  the  plaintiff's  witness,  and  that  wliat  he  had 
deposed  cdra  the  written  agreement,  was  no  more  than  an  ex- 
planation thereof,  which  was  frecjuently  admissible  ;  ])ut 

Per  Curiam  :  We  are  all  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  verdict  is 
wrong,  and  must  be  set  aside;  that  no  parol  evidence  is  admissible 
to  disannul  and  substantially  to  vary  a  written  agreement;  the 
parol  evidence  in  the  present  ca.se  totally  annuls  and  substantially 
alters  and  impugns  the  written  agreement.     Indeed  in  some  cases 
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of  wills  and  deeds,  where  there  are  two  Johns  named,  or  two 
Blackacres  mentioned,  parol  evidence  may  be  admitted  to  explain 
which  John,  or  wliich  Blackacre  was  meant  and  intended  by  the 
will  or  deed.  The  rules  of  evidence  are  universally  the  same  in 
Courts  of  law  and  Courts  of  equity.  Suppose  a  bill  in  equity  was 
to  be  brought  by  the  defendant  to  have  a  specific  performance  of 
this  agreement,  the  Court  would  not  admit  parol  evidence. 

You  cannot  depart  from  the  writing,  but  may  argue  touching 
the  operation  thereof.  If  a  man  agrees  in  writing  to  sell  Black- 
acre  for  £1000,  shall  parol  evidence  l)e  admitted  that  he 
[*  277]  *  intended  Whiteacre  should  also  pass  ?  Certainly  it 
shall  not.  Tliis  appeared  to  be  a  wilful  trespass,  no 
license  was  proved  ;  the  agreement  only  extends  to  taking  the  hay 
of  Boreham  Meadow.  And  cxpressio  unius  est  cxclusio  alterius. 
Upon  the  whole,  we  have  not  the  least  doubt,  but  that  there  ought 
to  be  a  new  trial.     So 

Pee  Totam  Cukiam  a  new  trial  was  granted. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

"By  the  general  rules  of  the  coninion  law  if  tliere  be  a  contract 
which  has  been  reduced  into  writing,  verbal  evidence  is  not  allowed 
to  be  given  of  \vhat  passed  between  the  jiarties.  either  before  the 
written  instrument  was  made  or  during  tlie  time  that  it  was  in  a  state 
of  pre]>aration,  so  as  to  add  to  or  substract  from,  or  in  auy  manner  to 
vary  or  <pialify  the  written  contract,"  per  1)enm.\n,  C  J.,  in  Goss  v. 
Niifjeat  (1833),  5  B.  &  Ad.  58,  at  p.  64.  Thus,  where  a  party  occupied 
premises  under  a  written  agreement,  parol  evidence  was  not  admitted 
to  .sliow  an  understanding  that  his  rent  was  to  commence  at  a  later 
date  than  that  named   in  tlie  agreement:  Henson   v.    Cooper    (1842), 

3  Scott,  X.  R.  48,  nor  in  an  action  for  breach  of  warranty  on  a  sale  of 
goods  upon  a  written  contract  was  evidence  I'eceived  which  went  to 
sliow  that  tlie  seller's  agent  at  the  time  of  the  sale  represented  tlie 
goods  to  be  of  a  particuhir  quality:  Haviior  v.  Grores  (1855),  15  C.  B. 
667,  24  L.  J.  C.  B.  53. 

Parol  evidence  was  rejected  whicli  varied  tlie  terms  of  a  bill  of 
exchange:  Ahrei/  v.  Crux  (1869),  L.  K,  5  C.  P.  37.  39  L.  J.  C.  P.  9, 

4  E.  C.  195.  Similarly,  where  a  house  and  furnitin-c  were  let  by 
written  agreement,  a  previous  verbal  ])roniise  to  i)ut  in  more  furnitux'e 
c.mld  not  he  shown:  Atufell\.  Dukr  (\^ir>),  32  L.  T.  320,  23  W.  R. 
548;  and  where  in  an  action  against  unc  of  si'veral  joint  and  several 
siireti(;s  to  recover  tin;  balance  of  the  (l('I)t  it  ap])(!ared  that  the  plaintiff 
had  previously  by  letter  without  the  defendant's  knowledge    agreed  to 
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release  another  of  the  sureties  from  "all  debts  due  "  hy  him,  evidence 
of  a  i)rior  verbal  agreement  to  reserve  rights  against  the  sureties  was 
Indd  inailmissible:  Mercantile  Bank  of  Sidneij  v.  Taylor  (ISDoj, 
189;J.  A.  C.  317. 

Evidence  may  however  be  brought  which,  without  contradicting 
the  writing,  shows  that  it  does  not  contain  all  the  contract,  [tart  of 
which    has    been    verbally    entered    into:    Jcffery    v.     Walton    (1816), 

1  Starkie;  Harrh  v.  lilckett  (1859),  4  H.  &  N.  1,  28  L.  J.  Ex.  47; 
LlmW'i,  V.  Lary  (18G4),  17  C.  B.  (X.  H.)  578,  34  L.  J.  C.  P.  7,  10  E. 
T.  273,  13  W.  K.  80;  Malpas  v.  London  &  Sontli  Wester))  Rallicay 
Co.  (186(3),  L.  R.,  1  C.  P.  336,  35  L.  J.  C.  P.  166,  13.  L.  T.  710,  14 
W.  II.  391;  Moryan  v.  Griffith  (1871),  L.  Pt.,  6  Ex.  70,  40  L.  J.  Ex. 
46,  23  L.  T.  783,  19  W.  Pv.  957;  Pearson  v.  Pearson  (1884;,  27  Ch. 
D.  145,  54  L.  J.  Ch.  37.  So  in  an  action  by  a  lessee  for  specific  [)er- 
formance  of  a  written  agreement  to  let  premises  ''  which  are  t(»  be 
built  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  £400,  at  the  annual  rent  of  £75,"  evidence 
was  admitted  of  a  contemporaneous  parol  proviso  that  if  the  outlay 
exceeded  £400,  the  rent  should  be  raised  in  proportion:  Williams  v. 
Jones  (1888),  36  W.  E.  573.  And  where  the  appellant  had  deposited 
with  the  respondent  bank  his  title  deeds  to  certain  property,  in  order 
to  secure  a  cash  credit,  and  afterwards  executed  an  absolute  conveyance 
<of  the  property  to  the  bank,  pursuant  to  an  agreement  recited  therein 
that  the  [)rice  .should  be  paid  by  deducting  a  sum  from  the  amount  due, 
evidence  was  admitted  with  a  view  to  showing  that  the  relationship 
of  mortgagee  and  mortgagor  still  subsisted,  though  the  particular 
evidence  adduced  was  held  insuflficient :    Barton  v.  Bank  of  New  South 

Wales  (1890),  15  App.  Cas.  379. 

Nor  will  parol  evidence  be  excluded  which  shows  that  a  contract 
is  subject  to  a  condition  which  suspends  its  operation :  Pyni  v.  Camp- 
hell  (1856),  6  El.  &  Bl.  370,  25  L.  J.  Q.  B.  277;  Wallis  v.  Littell 
(1861),  11  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  369,  31  L.  J.  C.  P.  100;  Davh  v.  Jones 
(1856),  17  C.  B.  625,  25  L.  J.  C.  P.  91.  So  where  a  bill  of  exchange 
was  indorsed  and  delivered  for  the  purpose  of  retiring  former  bills  and 
on  the  express  condition  that  the  former  bills  should  be  returned  by 
the  next  post:  Bellx.  Lord  Ingestre  (1848),  4  E.  C.  203.  In  that 
■case  the  evidence  appears  to  have  been  contained  in  a  letter,  but  the 
Court  would  clearly  have  admitted  parol  evidence  to  the  same  effect. 

A  party  may  show  that  a  writing  was  never  meant  to  be  an  agree- 
ment, but  was  made  for  some  other  purpose,  Clever  v.  Klrkman 
<1875),  33  L.  T.  672,  24  W.  E.  159,  but  not  that  it  was  a  mere  blind, 
never  intended  to  have  any  operation,  Femvlck  v.  Brinkworth  (1860), 

2  F.  &  F.  86.  Where  letters  do  not  contain  the  terms  finally  agreed 
«pon,  they  will  not  exclude  parol  evidence  of  these  terms :  Johnson  v. 
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Applebij  (1874),  L.  K.,  9  C.  P.  158,  43  L.  J.  C.  P.  146,  30  L.  T.  261, 
22  W.  E.  515. 

It  is  competent  to  the  parties  to  a  written  agreement  not  under  seal, 
at  any  time  before  breach,  to  supersede  it  by  a  new  contract  not  in 
writing:   per  Denmax,  C.  J.,  in  Goss  v.  Nugent,  supra. 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  a 
Avritten  contract  is  illegal  or  fraudulent :  Paxton  v.  Popham,  (\%\^, 
9  East,  408;  Doe  d.  Chandler  x.  Ford  (1835),  3  Ad.  &  El.  649;  Att- 
wood  V.  Small  (1838),  6  CI.  &  Fin.  232. 

Evidence  has  been  admitted  to  show  the  true  consideration  for 
a  written  contract.  For  example,  that  the  consideration  for  a  deed  was 
larger  than  that  appearing  on  its  face.  Rex  v.  Inliahitants  of  Scam- 
momlem  (1789),  3  T.  R.  474,  1  R.  R.  752;  Clifford  v.  Tyrrell  (1845), 
1  Y.  &  C.  138,  14  L.  J.  Ch.  390;  or  that,  where  a  deed  was  expressed 
to  be  in  consideration  of  esteem  and  other  good  considerations,  it  was 
made  in  consideration  of  a  marriage.  Tall  v.  Parlett  (1829),  M.  &  M. 
472.  Where  a  written  agreement  purported  to  be  made  in  considera- 
tion of  a  sum  of  money,  evidence  was  admitted  of  another  consideration 
viz.,  tliat  (jne  of  the  parties  should  vote  for  tlie  winding  up  of  asocietj^; 
Ju  re  Barnsfajjle  Second  Anni/ifant  Society  (1884),  50  L.  T.  424.  In 
a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade  partly  verbal  and  partly  written,  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  the  consideration:  Cooper  v.  Southgate 
(1894),  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  670. 

AVliere  the  terms  of  a  guarantee  apply  equally  well  to  a  past  as  to 
a  future  consideration,  evidence  may  be  brought  to  show  which  is 
meant:  Edwards  v.  Jevons  (1849),  8  C.  B.  436,  19  L.  J.  C.  P.  50; 
Balnhridfje  v.  Ward  (1850),  16  Q.  B.  89,  20  L.  J.  Q.  B.  7. 

But  though  parol  evidence  is  not  in  general  admissible  to  vary  a 
written  document,  it  may  in  many  cases  be  brought  for  the  purpose  of 
explaining  it.  Thus  it  is  available  for  the  interpretation  of  a  writing 
in  a  foreign  language:  Diirhess  J)i  Sora.  v.  PliiUlps  (186)),  33  L.  J. 
Ch.  129.  It  may  also  be  used  to  show  that  an  expression  is  used  not 
in  its  primar\',  but  in  some  special  technical  or  customary  sense,  as 
that  a  statement  that  a  ship  would  sail  in  October  meant  that  she^ 
would  not  sail  before  the  25th  of  that  month,  C/i(fnrand  v.  Anyerstein 
(1791),  1  I*(';ikc,  61;  that  ''month''  in  a  charter-party  means  calendar 
month,  althougli  at  this  time,  and  before  the  Interpretation  Act,  1889, 
the  prima  farle  interpret.'ition  of  the  word  was  a  lunar  month.  Jolly  v. 
Young  (1794),  J  Esp.  186;  that  <' days  "  in  a  bill  of  lading  means 
working  days,  Cochran  v.  Rethurg  (1800),  3  Esp.  121;  that  among 
miners  the  word  '*  lev(d  "  meant  something  different  from  horizontal, 
Clayton  v.  Grcyson  (18,30),  5  Ad.  &  El.  302,  4  N.  &  M.  602,  s.  c.  6- 
N.  &  M.  694;  that  by  the  usage  of   the  hop  trade  ''pocket  "  means 
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112  1b,  Splcerx.  Cooprr  (1841),  1  Q.  B.  424,  1  G.  &  D.  52.  And 
where  by  cliarter-inirty  a  sliip  was  to  jirocee*!  to  a  i)ort  and  deliver  at 
such  dock  there  as  ordered  on  arrival;  in  an  action  subsequently 
brought  fin-  demurrage,  evidence  was  admitted  that  by  the  custom  of 
that  port  a  ship  was  not  considered  to  have  arrived  until  she  had 
obtained  a  discharging  berth  within  the  dock  :  Steaviship  Co.  '*  Norden  " 
V.  Demp.^^'i/  (1876),  1  C.  P.  D.  654,  45  L.  J.  C.  P.  764,  24  W.  K.  984, 
9  R.  C.  204. 

But  the  Court  will  not  admit  this  kind  of  evidence  where  tlie  relation 
of  the  parties  is  not  shown  to  be  such  that  the  alleged  usage  would  affect 
tJiem:  Holt  v.  CoUijer  (1881),  16  Ch.  D.  718,  50  L.  J.  Ch.  311,  44  L. 
T.  214,  29  W.  R.  502.  There  should  be  a  distinct  averment  in  the 
pleadings  as  to  the  particular  words  to  wliicli  the  evidence  is  to  be 
directed,  and  tlie  i)recise  technical  meaning  which  is  intended  to  be 
attributed  to  tliem :  per  Lord  Watson-,  in  Sutton  v.  Clcerl  (1890),  15 
App.  Cas.  144,  62  L.  T.  742. 

That  a  custom  or  usage  of  trade  cannot  be  set  up  to  contradict  the 
terms  of  an  express  contract  has  been  already  shown  under  '"Custom," 
Nos.  7  &  8,  and  notes,  8  R.  C.  349  et  seq.  But  evidence  is  admissible 
to  show  that  a  term  or  incident  not  expressed  in  a  written  contract  has 
been  added  to  it  by  some  custom  or  usage  of  trade,  subject  to  which 
the  contract  was  entered  into.  Such  a  custom  must  be  general :  Mac- 
kenrjlev.  Dmilop  (1856),  3  Macq.  22,  2  Jur.  (X.  S.)  957;  Plaice  v. 
Allcoek  (1866),  4  F.  &  F.  1074:  reasonable;  Paxton  v.  Courtnay 
(1860),  2  F.  &  F.  131:  and  legal;  Neihon  v.  Javies  (1882).  9  Q.  B.  D. 
546,  51  L.J.  Q.  B.  369,  46  L.  T.  791.  It  must  not  vary  the  document: 
Menzies  v.  Lhjhtfoot  (1871),  L.  R.,  11  Eq.  459,  40  L.  J.  Ch.  561:  and 
it  should  be  clear  that  both  parties  contracted  with  reference  to  it; 
Klrchener  v.  Venus  (1859),  Hi  ^foore,  P.  C.  361,  7  W.  R.  455.  Thus 
evideiice  is  admissible  of  a  custom  among  ship-brokers  that  an  ''intro- 
ducing broker*'  is  entitled  to  commission  on  every  charter  effected 
through  him:  Gibson  v.  Crick  (1862),  1  H.  &  C.  142;  Allan  v. 
Sundius  (1862),  1  PI.  &  C.  123,  31  L.  J.  Ex.  307. 

A  custom  of  a  port  for  ships  to  discharge  first  on  the  qua}'  and 
thence  into  lighters  was  held  not  inconsistent  with  a  provision  in  the 
bill  of  lading  that  the  cargo  should  be  delivered  from  the  ship's  tackles 
at  the  port:  Marzetti  v.  Smith  (1883),  49  L.  T.  580.  A  custom  with 
regard  to  grain  cargoes  coming  to  the  port  of  London,  that  if  the  mer- 
chant did  not  demand  delivery  within  twentj'-four  hours  after  the 
ship's  arrival  she  is  entitled  to  discharge  on  the  quay,  is  not  inconsist- 
ent with  a  stipnlation  in  the  bill  of  lading  that  the  goods  were  "to  be 
received  on  the  quay  at  London  and  delivered  thereupon  by  the  person 
appointed  by  the  steamship's  agents,  &c.,    the  merchandise  to  be  re- 
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ceived  and  deHvered  according  to  the  customs  and  usages  of  tlie  respec- 
tive ports."    Aste  v.  Stumore  (1884),  1  Cababe  &  Ellis,  319. 

But  where  a  charter-party  provided  clearly  that  the  expense  of  un- 
loading was  to  be  borne  by  the  merchant,  evidence  of  a  custom  to 
charge  the  ship-owner  was  rejected:  Tlie  Nlfa  (1892).  1892,  P.  411,  02 
L.  J.  P.  12,  69  L.  T.  56.  A  broker  who  buy.s  without  disclosing  his 
principal's  name,  is  liable  to  be  sued  as  principal  by  a  custom  of  the 
oil  market:  Dale  v.  Humfrey  (Ex.  Ch.  1858,  in  action  Hiniifreij  \. 
Dale),  El.  Bl.  &  El.,  1004,  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  390,  2  R.  C.  468,  in  notes. 
Similarly  by  custom  of  the  London  dry  goods  market:  Imperial  Bank 
V.  London  and  St.  CatJierlne's  Dock  Co.  (1875),  5  Ch.  D.  195,  46  L. 
J.  Ch.  335;  and  of  the  fruit  market:  Fleet  v.  Marton  (1871),  L.  R.,  7 
Q.  B.  126,  14  L.  J.  Q.  B.  49,  26  L.  T.  181,  20  W.  R.  97,  2  R.  C.  468, 
in  notes.  And  a  similar  liability  attaches  to  a  selling  broker  by  a 
custom  of  the  hop  trade:  Pike  v.  Ongleij  (1887),  18  Q.  B.  D.  708,  biy 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  373,  35  W.  R.  534.  But  evidence  of  such  a  custom  was 
rejected  where  the  written  contract  made  by  the  brokers  contained  a 
clause  by  which  disputes  were  to  be  settled  by  them;  since  if  the 
custom  had  been  incorporated,  the  brokers  might  have  been  made 
judges  in  their  own  cause :  Bari-ov)  v.  Dyster  (1884),  13  Q.  B.  D.  635, 
51  L.  T.  573,  33  W.  R.  199.  Evidence  was  admitted  of  a  custom  of 
the  London  corn  trade  by  which  a  corn  factor  instructed  by  his  prin- 
cipal to  sell  "on  his  account  "  might  sell  in  his  own  name:  Johnston 
V.  Ushorne  (1840),  11  Ad.  &  E.  549,  3  P.  &  D.  236;  of  a  custom  of  the 
building  trade  by  which  the  expression  *'  weekl}-  accounts  of  the  work 
done  "  occurring  in  a  building  contract  referred  to  day  work  only  and 
did  not  extend  to  extra  work:  Myers  x.  Sari  (1860),  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  9; 
and  of  a  custom  of  the  tobacco  trade  by  which  all  sales  are  by  sample, 
though  not  expressed  to  be  so  in  the  bought  and  sold  notes:  Syers  v. 
Jonas  (1848),  2  Ex.  111.  A  usage  of  the  theatrical  profession  accord- 
ing to  which  an  actor  is  paid  only  during  tlie  theatrical  season  was 
admitted  to  exi)lain  a  written  contract,  by  which  an  actor  was  engaged 
for  three  years  at  a  salary  of  a  certain  sum  per  week:  (Jrant  y.  Mad- 
dox  (1846),  15  M.  &  W.  737,  16  L.  J.  Ex.  227. 

Evidence  of  the  usages  and  practice  of  the  House  of  Commons  was 
held  admissible  for  the  purjiose  of  explaining  the  Parliamentary  Oaths 
Act.  1866,  and  the  standing  orders  of  the  House  with  regard  to  the 
making  and  snbscribing  of  the  oath:  Attorney-General  v.  Bradlaxujh 
(1885),  14  (^  W.  I).  (Uh,  54  L.  d.  Q.  B.  205,  52  L.  T.  589,  ?yd  W. 
R.  67.'i. 

I'arol  ('\  idcncc  is  a<lniissil)lc  for  the  purjiose  of  exi)laining  a  latent 
ambiguity,  that  is  to  say  an  and)iguity  which  does  not  ap{)ear  upon  the 
face  of  the  document,   but  is  raised  by  external  circumstances.     The 
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general  rules  on  this  subject  have  been  fully  explained  under  the  title 
^^\iul)iguity,"  Xos.  2  &  o,  and  notes,  2  E.  C.  71S-7.')9.  Tlie  following 
case.s  also  show  the  application  of  the  rule  to  the  ascertaiiunent  of  the 
.subject-matter  of  a.  contract:  Mdcdonfihl  v.  Lonf/hittfoiii  (1860),  1  El, 
&  El.  977,  29  L.  J.  Q.  B.  256;  Chadirlrhy.  Mnijor  of  Banileij  (1864). 
12  W.  R.  1077;  Waldron  v.  Jamh  (1871).  5  Ir.  Tvep.  Eq.  l;51;  Chant- 
hers  V.  Kelly  (1873),  7  Ir.  liep.  C.  L.  231.  Where  in  an  .action  on  a 
contract  the  evidence  discloses  that  there  is  a  latent  ambiguity  in  the 
written  instrument  and  it  is  necessary  to  resort  to  other  documents 
and  to  parol  evidence  to  solve  that  ambiguity,  the  question  ceases  to  bo 
one  of  mere  construction  of  the  instrument  for  the  Judge,  but  (where 
the  action  is  tried  by  a  jury)  is  a  proper  question  of  fact  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  Hordern  v.  Connnerclal  Union  Insurance  Co. 
(1887),  56  L.  J.  V.  C.  78;  and  see  Smith  v.  Thompson  (1849),  8  C.  B. 
44,  18  L.  J.  C.P.  314.  And  see  Hills  v.  London  Gas  Llrjht  Co. 
(1857),  27  L.  J.  Ex.  60,  a  case  relating  to  the  construction  of  the  speci- 
fication for  a  patent. 

Where,  on  the  other  hand,  the  ambiguity  is  patent,  that  is  to  say 
where  the  ambiguit}'  (or  suggested  ambiguity)  appears  On  the  writing 
itself,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible:  Saunderson  v.  Piper  (1839), 
2  R.  C.  707  et  seq.  In  that  case  the  question  is  one  of  construction 
and  is  for  the  Judge:  Smith  v.  Thompson,  supra.  It  will  be  observed 
that  in  Saunderson  v.  Flper,  supra,  the  Court  construed  the  document 
by  holding  that  the  sum  written  in  the  body  of  the  instrument  pre- 
vailed over  the  figures  in  the  corner.  And  this  construction  is  adopted 
by  the  Bills  of  Exchange  Act,  1882,  s.  9,  (2).     See  4  Fw  0.  137. 

AMERICAX  NOTES. 

To  cite  authorities  to  substantiate  this  Rule  would  be  superfluous  and 
tedious.  It  embodies  one  of  the  few  legal  principles  which  has  always  been 
unanimously  recognized  in  this  country.  It  would  be  impossible  to  find  a 
judicial  opinion  here  to  the  effect  that  a  written  agreement  may  be  contra- 
dicted by  parol.  But  the  modifications,  explanations,  and  limitations  of  tlie 
general  doctrine  constitute  a  great  body  of  adjudication,  and  form  the  subject 
of  an  independent  treatise  by  the  present  writer.  Perhaps  it  may  be  useful 
—  and  this  may  be  as  convenient  a  place  as  any  —  to  .state  the  substance 
of  this  qualifying  doctrine,  accompanied  by  the  citation  of  a  few  leading 
decisions  in  each  instance,  which  will  also  frequently  serve  to  substantiate 
the  Rule. 

Parties.  —  Pai'ol  evidence  is  admissible  to  identify  the  parties  to  a  written 
contract.  Harris  v.  Johnston,  -i  Cranch  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.).  311  ;  Scanlan  v. 
Wright,  13  Pickering  (Mass),  o23.  As  to  show  the  payee  intended  in  a 
sealed  promise  naming  no  payee  :  Barkley  v.  Tarrant,  20  South  Carolina,  574 ; 
47  Am.  Rep.  853.  Or  a  mistake  in  a  name  :  Bowen  v.  Slaughter,  24  Georgia, 
"VOL.  XI.  —  15 
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338;  71  Am.  Dec.  135.  And  so  to  .show  an  undisclosed  principal :  Salmon  Falls 
M.  Co.  V.  Goddard,  1-1  Howard  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  453;  Coleman  v.  First  N. 
Bank,  53  Xew  York,  3SS  ;  Rose  v.  Haijden,  35  Kansas,  106  ;  57  Am.  Rep.  145. 
(But  see  Schenck  v.  Spring  L.  B.  I.  Co.,  47  New  Jeisey  Eq.  44.)  But  evidence 
that  a  contract  in  the  name  of  a  X)rincipal,  and  signed  apparently  as  agent, 
was  intended  as  the  contract  of  the  signer  alone  is  not  admissible :  Arlcher  v. 
Boiujlass,  5  Denio  (X.  Y.),  509;  Sprigg  v.  Bank  of  Mt.  Pleasant,  10  Peters 
(U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  2Q{) ;  14  ib.  201  ;  Northicestem  Dist.  Co.  v.  Brant,  69  Illinois, 
(558  ;  18  Am.  Ilei).  G31.  A  contract  under  seal  made  an  agent,  not  disclosing 
a  principal,  cannot  be  attributed  to  a  principal  liy  pai-ol :  Briggs  v.  Partridge, 
04  Xew  York,  357.  One  signing  apparently  as  princiiml  cannot  evade  that 
liability  by  parol :  Bulwinkle  v.  Cramer,  27  Soutli  Carolina,  376  ;  Cream  City 
Glas.'i  Co.  V.  Friedlander,  84  Wisconsin,  53 ;  3G  Am.  St.  Rep.  895. 

Strangers.  —  The  rule  applies  only  to  controversies  between  parties  to  the 
instrument  and  their  privies,  and  not  to  third  persons,  nor  to  one  of  the 
parties  and  a  third  person  :  Lee  v.  Adsit,  37  New  York,  78;  Horn  v.  Hansen, 
56  Minnesota,  43  ;  22  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  617  ;  Clapp  v.  Huron  County 
B.  Co.,  50  Ohio  State,  528.  Still  the  writing  is  always  the  best  evidence,  and 
must  be  produced  if  producible :   Clow  v.  Brown,  134  Indiana,  287. 

Consideration.  —  Failure,  or  original  lack  of  consideration,  may  be  shown 
as  between  the  ])arties :  Stackpolc  v.  Arnold,  11  Alassachusetts,  27;  6  Am. 
Dec.  150;  Baird  X.  Balrd,  145  New  York,  G59.  So  even  as  to  sealed  in- 
struments where  by  statute  the  seal  is  only  prima  facie  evidence  of  con- 
sideration:  Anthony  y.  Harrison,  74  New  Y'"ork,  613;  Aller  v.  A ller,  iO  New 
Jersey  Law,  446.  So  to  show"  the  real  consideration  and  purpose,  although 
it  contradicts  the  recital,  anJ  to  contradict  the  acknowledgment  of  payment, 
but  not  to  cut  down  or  increase  the  consideration  expressly  agreed  upon, 
unless  to  correct  a  mistake,  nor  to  defeat  the  instrument :  McCrea  v.  Purmort, 
16  Wejidell  (N.  Y.),  460;  30  Am.  Dec.  103;  Goodspeed  v.  Fuller,  46  Maine, 
111  ;  71  Am.  Dec.  572;  Stullx.  yVifl?«/».yo)?,  154  Penn.  State,  43  ;  Baumv.  Lynn, 
72  Mississippi,  932;  30  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  441;  Emmetlv.  J'enoyer,  76 
Hun  (X.  Y.),  .551;  Boyce  v.  Wilson,  32  Maryland,  122.  So  to  show  that 
an  absolute  ti-ansfer  of  personalty  was  merely  for  security  :  ]\IcKinster  v. 
Bahcock,  26  New  York,  378;  Wichita  University  v.  Schweiter,  50  Kansas,  672; 
Lamson  v.  Moffat,  61  Wisconsin,  153.  So  that  a  mortgage  of  land  was 
intended  as  an  indemnity:  Kimhall  v.  Myers,  21  Michigan,  276;  4  Am.  Rep. 
487.  So  to  sui)i)]y  a  consideration  ;  Philomath  College  v.  Harlless,  6  Oregon, 
158;  25  Am.  Rep.  510. 

Formation,  and  delivery. — It  may  be  shown  that  the  wiiting  was  not  to 
liecorne  binding  until  the  performance  of  some  condition  resting  in  parol : 
Reynolds  v.  Rohinson,  110  New  York,  654;  Brown  v.  East.  Slate  Co.,  134  Mas- 
sachusetts, 590;  Blcwitt  v.  Boorum,  142  New  York,  357;  Branson  v.  Oregonian 
Ry.  Co.,  11  Oregon,  161  ;  Burke  v.  Dulaney,  153  United  States.  228.  Or  that 
an  apparent  contract  never  had  a  legal  existence  :  Pollard  v.  Vinto7i,  105 
United  Slatiss,  7;  Cross  v.  Nat.  F.  Ins.  Co..  13,2  New  York,  13;'>;  Michels  v. 
Olmstead,  1.57  United  States,  198;  Bedell  \.  Wilder,  05  Vermont,  406;  36  Am. 
St.  Rep.  871. 
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Illetja/U)/.  —  It  may  be  shcnvn  tliat  an  executory  contract  in  writing  was 
for  a  i)urpose  forV)idden  by  la\v  :  Martin  v.  <  'larkc,  8  Rhode  Island,  389 ;  5 
Am.  Hep.  580  (champerty) ;  Friend  v.  Miller,  52  Kansas,  139  ;  39  Am.  St. 
Rep.  340 :  Donleij  v.  Timlall,  42  Texas,  43 ;  5  Am.  Rep.  "234  (confederate 
money);  S/iernwn  v.  Wilder,  100  Massachu.setts,  537  (lease  for  prostitution); 
Peck  V.  Doran  §•  \Vri(/ld  Co.  57  Ilun  (X.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.),  343  (wager  contract); 
Brown  v.  Kinney,  81  North  Carolina,  245  (illicit  intercourse) ;  Gray  v.  Hook,  4 
Xew  York,  449  (to  divide  fees  of  office).  But  such  a  contract  executed  may 
not  be  impeached  by  any  party  to  it  :  Bernard  v.  Taylor,  23  Oregon,  416  ; 
White  V.  Hunter,  23  New  Hampshire,  128;  Gisafx.  Neval,  81  Penn.  State,  354. 
A  contract  apparently  invalid  may  be  shown  to  be  valid  :  DeWolfv.  Johnson, 
1 ;)  Vrheaton  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  367  (usurious  contract  purged) ;  Western  §x.  Co. 
V.  Ki/dcrhouse,  87  New  York,  430. 

Fraud.  —  Fraud,  undue  influence,  gross  inequality,  or  duress  may  be 
shown  :  Jaclcs^nn  v.  King,  4  Cowen  (N.  Y.),  207;  15  Am.  Dec.  3-54;  Twamhiey 
V.  Richard,  Massachusetts  [to  appear]  ;  Eicinrj  v.  .'^wilh.  132  Indiana,  20.5. 
Under  tlii-;  head  come  cases  of  constructive  fraud,  which  are  ananged  ante, 
vol.  6,  p.  876. 

Mi.-<lake.  —  A  mutual  mistake  as  to  a  collateral  matter  not  going  to  the 
essence  of  the  contract  will  not  invalidate  it :  Wheat  v.  Cross,  31  Maryland, 
99;  1  Am.  Rep.  28;  Sample  v.  Bridf/fui-th,  72  Mississippi,  293.  Evidence  of 
a  mere  mistake  is  incompetent  at  law  to  contradict  a  deed :  Howes  v.  Barker, 
3  Johnson  (N.  Y.).  500;  3  Am.  Dec.  520  (quantity);  Holmes  v.  Si7nons,  4  De- 
saussure  (So.  Car.),  149;  4  Am.  Dec.  606;  Christ  v.  Diffeubach,  1  Sergeant  & 
Ilawle  (Penu.),  464  ;  7  Am.  Dec.  624  (omission  of  covenant)  :  Hartiv.  Rector, 
13  Missouri,  497;  53  Am.  Dec.  157  (different  location);  Pitts  v.  Brown,  49' 
Vermont,  80  ;  24  Am.  Rep.  114  (name)  ;  Inhab.  of  Reading  v.  Inhab.  of  Weston, 
8  Connecticut,  117;  20  Am.  Dec.  97;  Hale  v.  Jewell,  7  (ireenleaf  (Maine), 
435;  22  Am.  Dec.  212  (to  show  deed  intended  as  mortgage).  A  mistake  of 
insertion  or  omission  by  an  insurer  may  be  shown:  Flynn  v.  Eq.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
78  New  York,  568 ;  34  Am.  Rep.  561 :  Cooper  v.  Farmers'  M.  F.  Ins.  Co.  50 
Penn.  State,  299;  88  Am.  Dec.  544.  ^lutual  mistake  of  fact  may  be  shown 
in  an  action  to  reform:  Gillespie  v.  Moon,  2  Johnson  Chancery  (N^.  Y.),  585; 
7  Am.  Dec.  559;  Glass  v.  Hulhert,  102  Massachusetts.  24;  3  Am.  Rep.  418. 
So  of  a  mistake  of  law  affecting  the  written  expression  of  the  agreement . 
Adsit  V.  Adsit,  2  Johnson  Chancery  (N.  Y.),  448;  Benson  v.  Markoe,  37  Min- 
nesota, 30;  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  816;  Dinwiddle  v.  Se/f,  145  Illinois,  290;  Lee  v. 
Percical,  85  Iowa,  639;  Pitcher  \.  Hennessey,  48  New  York,  415;  Griswold  v. 
Hazard,  141  United  States,  260  (mistake  on  one  side  and  fraud  or  unfairness 
on  the  other)  ;  Park  Bros.  ^-  Co.  v.  Blodgetl  ^  Clapp  Co..  04  Connecticut.  28 : 
Goode  V.  Riley,  153  Massachusetts,  585;  Shenandoah,  tVc.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunlop,  86 
Virginia,  346. 

Modification,  §"c.  —  Extension  of  time  or  change  of  manner  of  performance 
may  be  shown,  as  to  an  unsealed  contract,  and  before  breach  and  for  a  new 
consideration,  a  waiver,  variance,  discharge  or  amendment  of  it :  Keating  v. 
Price,  1  Johnson  Cases  (N.  Y.),  22;  1  Am.  Dec.  92:  Emerson  v.  Slater.  22 
Howard  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  42  ;  Cummings  v.  Arnold,  3  Metcalf  (Mass.),  486;  37 
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Am.  Dec.  15.") ;  Bannon  v.  C.  Aulliiian  cS'  Co.  SO  Wisconsin.  o07 :  27  Am.  St. 
Rep.  87:  Hollowuyv.  FricL  149  Penn.  State,  178;  Brady  v.  Cassldij,  145  New 
York,  171.  (Some  cases  hold  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  a  new  considera- 
tion:  Brown  v.  Ecerhard,  52  AVisconsin,  205;  Thomas  v.  Barnes,  15()  Mas.sa- 
chusetts,  581.)  Even  in  respect  to  sealed  instruments,  in  equity:  Pediner  v. 
Phoenix  Ins.  Co,  65  New  York^  207.  A  contract  under  seal  may  be  shown  to 
have  been  extended:  Grange  \.  Palmer,  50  Ilun  (New  York  Sup.  Ct.),  481; 
or  discharged  by  performance  of  anew  parol  agreement:  McCreery  \.  Day, 
119  New  York,  1;  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  79;3;  Vanderlin  v.  Hovis,  152  Penn.  State, 
11.  AVaiver  of  a  warranty  or  of  a  breach  of  condition  in  an  insui-ance  policy 
may  be  shown  :  Insurance  Co.  v.  Wilkinson,  13  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  222; 
IViomasx.  Com,  Un.  Ass.  Co.  102  Massachusetts,  29;  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  323; 
and  ca.ses  in  Browne  on  Parol  Evidence,  pp.  106-115. 

Patent  Amhiguities.  —  Lord  Bacon's  maxim  that  a  patent  ambiguity  is 
not  explainable  by  pai'ol,  which  received  early  countenance  in  this  country 
{Slorcry.  Freeman,  6  Massachusetts,  435;  4  Am.  Dec.  155;  Newcomer  \.  Kline, 
11  Gill  &  Johnson  (Maryland),  457 ;  37  Am.  Dec.  74),  is  now  almost  univer- 
sally discarded  :  Herring  v.  Boston  Iron  Co.  1  Gray  (Mass.),  138;  Fish  v.  Ilulf- 
hard's  Admr's,  21  Wendell  (N.  Y.),  651;  Shore  v.  Milter,  80  Georgia,  93;  12 
Am.  St.  Rep.  239 ;  Aultman  v.  Clifford,  55  ^Minnesota,  159  ;  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  478, 
Ganson  v.  Madigan,  15  Wisconsin,  153,  holding  that  evidence  is  admissible  of 
the  situation  and  relations  of  the  parties  and  all  the  circumstances,  including 
their  convei'sations  and  declarations,  to  explain  even  a  patent  ambiguity. 
(But  contra :  Hanghton  v.  Sartor,  71  Mississij)pi,  357.)  The  famous  maxim 
now  amounts  only  to  this :  an  incurable  ambigiiity  is  fatal. 

Incomplete  Agreements.  — When  the  writing  does  not  express  nor  appear  to 
express  the  entire  agreement,  or  there  is  an  unexpressed  collateral  agreement, 
parol  evidence  is  competent  to  annex  the  omitted  portion,  if  it  does  not  con- 
flict with  the  instrument:  Blossom  v.  Griffin,  13  New  York,  569;  Hiickestein 
V.  Kelly  §■  J.  Co.  152  Penn.  State,  631 ;  Hersom.  v.  Henderson,  21  New  Hamp- 
shire, 224;  53  Am.  Dec.  185;  Green  \,  Batson,  71  Wisconsin,  54;  5  Am.  St. 
Rep.  194;  Aultman  v.  Clifford,  55  Minnesota,  159;  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  478; 
Wendlingrr  v.  Smith,  75  Virginia,  309;  40  Am.  Rep.  727;  Thomas  v.  Barnes, 
156  Massachusetts,  5S1  ;  Richards  v.  Day,  137  New  York,  183.  Even  where 
the  instrument  is  sealed:  Blewitt  \,  Boorum,  142  New  York,  357;  as  that  the 
lessor  should  not  engage  in  a  rival  business  :  Welz  v.  Rhodius,  87  Indiana,  1 ; 
44  Am.  Rep.  747.  But  no  warranty  can  be  added  by  parol  to  a  lease  :  Button 
V.  Grrrish,  9  Cashing  (Mass.),  89;  55  Am.  Dec.  45;  Wilcox  y.  Gate,  65  Ver- 
mont. 478 ;  Nanmherg  v.  Young,  44  New  Jersey  Law,  331 ;  43  Am.  Re]x  380  ; 
Smith  V.  Williams,  1  Mur]>hey  (Nor.  Car.),  426;  4  Am.  Dec.  564.  Nor  in 
general  to  any  writing  (certaiidy  not  if  it  express(!s  anj/  wari-anty) :  Seitz  v. 
Brewers'  Uef,  Co.,  141  United  States,  510 ;  McCray  Re/.  Co.  v.  Woods,  99  Michi- 
gan, 269;  41  Am.  St.  \U-]\  599  ;  Mihraul-ee  Boiler  Co.  v.  Duncan,  87  Wisconsin, 
120;  Diehold  Safe  Sc  Lorl:  Co.  v.  Utislon,  55  Kansas,  104  ;  28  Lawyers'  Rep. 
Annotated,  53;  Mast  v.  Pmrce,  58  Iowa,  579;  43  Am.  Rep.  125.  But  contra: 
Chapin  v.  Dohson,  78  New  York,  74;  31  Am.  Rep.  512;  Aultman  v.  Clifford, 
supra.     The  additional  nialti  r  must  be  clearly  collateral  and  consistent  with 
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the  writing:  Boyle  v.  Agan-am  Canal  Co.  '22  Pickering  (Mass.),  .'381  ;  -j'^  Am. 
Dec.  749  ;  Sinilh  v.  Deere,  48  Kansas,  410  :  Taijlur  v.  Davis,  82  Wisconsin,  4i55; 
Read  v.  Bank  of  Allica,  124  New  York,  (571.  Thus  a  bill  of  sale  may  not  be 
sliown  to  be  a  mere  mortgage;  Bn/antv.  Crosbij,  '-W  Maine,  r>62 ;  58  Am.  Dec. 
7()7.  So  as  to  leases ;  IlukUl  v.  Guffeij,  '-jI  West  \'irginia,  425  ;  Tracy  v.  U)ilon 
Iron  Works,  1U4  Missouri,  193;  Wodock  v.  Robinson,  148  Penn.  State,  403; 
Coste/io  V.  EiJily,  128  Xew  York.  G50.  If  the  paper  provides  that  no  verbal 
agreement  not  therein  expressed  shall  be  recognized,  this  is  conclusive: 
llallowell  V.  Lierz,  171  Pa.  St.  577. 

Mercantile  contracts.  —  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  nature 
and  (qualities  of  the  subject  matter  and  the  situation  of  the  parties,  to  explain 
anj'  ambiguous  term  or  phrase,  even  to  contradict  the  usual  meaning  thereof : 
Bradley  v.  Washington  Steam  P.  Co.  13  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  89;  Barry  v. 
Bennett,  7  Metcalf  (Mass.),  3.")4  (•' ton") ;  Xoyes  v.  Canjield,  27  Vermont.  79 
("  freight "');  Ganson  v.  Madigan,  15  Wisconsin,  144 ;  82  Am.  Dec.  659  (••  team  "); 
Phceuix  Iron  Co.  v.  Samiiei,  Penn.  St.  [to  appear],  ("early  spring");  Agawam 
Bank  v.  Strecer,  18  Xew  Y'ork,  .502  (■'  incurred").  F(.r  this  purpo.se  the  coii- 
versation.s  and  acts  of  the  parties  at  and  about  and  subsequent,  are  competent : 
Gray  v.  Harper,  1  Story  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  574;  Hart  v.  Hammett,  IS  Vermont, 
127:  Ganson  v.  Madigan,  supra;  Thoringlon  v.  Smith,  8  Wallace  (C  S.  Sup. 
Ct.),  1;  Stoops  V.  Smith,  100  Ma.ssachusetts,  63;  Goodrich  v.  Stevens,  5  Lan- 
sing (N.  Y^.  Sup.  Ct.),  230.  (Conversations  excluded:  Tilchenell  v.  .Jackson. 
26  West  Virginia,  469.)  In  sucli  cases  the  practical  interpretation  of  the 
parties  is  very  influential:  Chicago  v.  Sheldon,  9  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  50: 
Vermont  St.  M.  E.  Church  v.  Brose,  104  Illinois,  206 ;  Janesville  Cotton  Mills 
v.  Ford,  82  Wi.sconsin,  416  (-'.square  inch  of  water");  Bementw.  C/aybrook. 
Indiana,  31  N.  E.  Rep.  556  ("  large  trees  ").  But  .such  evidence  is  incompetent 
to  contradict  the  intrinsic  meaning  of  the  language  or  its  meaning  as  .settled 
by  usage:  The  Delaicare,  14  Wallace  (U.  S,  Sup.  Ct.),  579;  Palmer  \.  Albee,  50 
Ljwa,  429  ("  twenty  acres  ") ;  Reid  v.  Ins.  Co.  90  Xew  Y''ork,  382  ("  lying  at 
anchor  ")  ;  Brady  v.  Cassidy,  104  Xew  Y'ork,  147  ("stock  on  hand  "). 

Usage.  —  Proof  of  a  general  usage  of  trade  is  competent  to  attach  to  words 
a  ]ieculiar  and  extraordinary  meaning,  whetlier  tliey  are  apparently  ambigu- 
ous or  not;  Astor  v.  Union  Ins.  Co.,  7  Cowen  (X.  Y.).  202  ("  for")  :  Miller  v. 
Stevens,  100  Massachusetts,  518;  1  Am.  Rep.  139  (-'barrels")  ;  Mercer Sf-r.  Co. 
V.  McKee's  Adm'r.,  77  Penn.  State,  170  (-'  screened  coal ") ;  Barton  v.  Mc- 
Kelway,  22  Xew  Jersey  Law,  165  ('-one  foot  high")  ;  Goodrich  v.  Stevens.  5 
Lansing  (X.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.),  230  (-crop"):  Morningstar  v.  Cxinningham.  11(» 
Indiana,  328;  59  Am.  Rep.  211  (-products");  Hanley  v.  Canadian  P.  Co. 
21  Ontario  Appeals.  119  ("car-load"):  Myers  v.  Walker.  24  Illinoi.-;.  1:53 
("season");  Singleton  v.  St.  Louis  Ins.  Co.,  66  Mi.ssouri,  63;  27  Am.  Rep.  321 
("spitting  of  blood")  :  Hatch  v.  Douglas,  48  Connecticut,  116;  40  Am.  Rep. 
154.  So  of  usage  to  annex  incidents ;  Oelricks  v.  Ford,  23  Howard  (U.  S. 
Sup.  Ct.),  63 ;  McPherson  v.  Cox,  86  X"ew  Y^ork,  472 :  Holmes  v.  Whilaker.  23 
Oregon,  319:  Robin.wn  v.  Utiited  States,  13  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  ;563  ; 
Scknitzer  v.  Print  Works.  114  Ma.ssachusetts.  123:  Farmers',  ^c.  Bankx.  Cham- 
plain.  cVc.  Co.,  18  Vermont,  131 ;  Mand  v.  Trail,  92  Indiana,  521 ;  47  Am.  Rep. 
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163  (away  going  crop).  But  evidence  is  not  competent  to  show  any  usage 
that  is  vague,  inconckisive,  unreasonable,  absurd,  unlawful  or  contradictory 
of  the  express  agreement :  National  Bank  v.  BurLhardt,  100  United  States,  fiSO  ; 
Markham  v.  Jaudon,  41  New  York,  235;  Fairl//  v.  Wappoo  Mills,  44  South 
Carolina,  227 ;  29  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  215  ;  Collender  v.  Dinsmore,  55 
New  York,  200 ;  14  Am.  Rep.  224 ;  Randall  v.  Smith,  63  Maine,  105  ;  18  Am. 
Rep.  200;  Bogers  v.  Woodruff,  23  Ohio  State,  632;  13  Am.  Rep.  270;  Will- 
merinff  V.  McGaughe;/,  30  Iowa,  205;  6  Am.  Rep.  673;  Sweeney  v.  Tliomason, 
9  Lea  (Tennessee),  359;  42  Am.  Rep.  676;  (h-eenstinc  v.  Borchard,  50  Michi- 
gan, 434 ;  45  Am.  Rep.  51  (usage  to  employ  whitewood  instead  of  "  walnut ")  ; 
(j'roat  V.  Gile,  51  New  York,  431  (that  sale  of  sheep  did  not  carry  wool). 

Negotiable  Instruments.  —  Subject  to  commercial  law  as  to  rights  of  inno- 
cent purchaser  for  value,  the  following  principles  obtain :  Parol  evidence  is 
admissible  to  show  that  a  note  was  not  issued  at  its  date  :  Baijleg  v.  Tabor,  5 
Massachusetts,  286;  4  Am.  Dec.  57  ;  or  to  show  the  true  date  :  Biggs  v.  Piper, 
86  Tennessee,  589.  To  show  incapacity  of  signer*  Voreis  v.  Nussbaum,  131 
Indiana,  267 ;  16  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  45.  To  identify  parties :  Jen- 
kins V.  Bass,  88  Kentucky,  397  ;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  344 ;  Stockton  S.  §•  L.  Soc. 
v.  Giddings,  96  California,  81;  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  181.  To  show  an  agreement 
for  rebate  :  Michigan  M.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Willinvis,  155  Penn.  State,  405;  but  not 
to  supply  an  entire  omission  of  the  amount :  Holten  v.  Davis,  59  Iowa,  444 ; 
44  Am.  Re}>.  688 ;  nor  contradict  the  amount :  Eaves  v.  Henderson,  17  Wendell 
(N.  Y.),  190.  To  extend  the  time  of  payment  as  between  the  parties :  Blake 
V.  Coleman,  22  Wisconsin,  415;  99  Am.  Dec.  53.  To  explain  ambiguity  in 
character  of  funds  in  which  it  is  payable  :  Thompson  v.  Ketcham,  8  Johnson 
(N.  Y.),  190;  5  Am.  Dec.  332.  Not  to  show  a  condition  as  against  third 
parties:  Adams  v.  Wilson,  12  Metcalf  (Mass.),  138;  45  Am.  Dec.  240;  Brotcn 
V.  Hull,  1  Denio  (N.  Y.),  400.  Nor  even  as  between  immediate  parties : 
Walker  v.  Crawford,  56  Illinois,  444;  8  Am.  Rep.  701;  Osborne  v.  Taylor,  58 
Connecticut,  439.  But  the  delivery  may  be  shown  to  be  conditional :  Burke 
v.  Dulaney,  153  United  States,  228;  Sweet  v.  Stevens,  7  Rhode  Island,  375; 
McFarland  v.  Sikes,  54  Connecticut,  250;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  111.  An  oral  dis- 
charge may  be  shown  between  original  parties  :  Burhnnon  v.  Adams,  49  New 
Jersey  Law,  636 ,  60  Am.  Rep.  666.  Lack  or  failure  or  illegality  of  considera- 
tion or  wrongful  diversion  may  be  shown  :  Slackpole  v.  Arnold,  11  Massachu- 
setts, 27 ;  6  Am.  Dec.  150 ;  Frie^id  v.  Miller,  52  Kansas,  139 ;  39  Am.  St.  Rep. 
340 ;  even  to  show  that  it  was  intended  as  a  mere  receipt :  Smith  v.  Rowley,  34 
New  York,  367;  Brook  v.  Latimer,  44  Kansas.  431;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  292; 
(contra:  City  Bank  v.  Adams,  45  Maine,  455).  To  exi>lain  memoranda: 
Makepeace  v.  Harvard  College,  10  Pickering  (Mass.).  29,S.  To  explain  obscu- 
rities intrinsic  or  from  wear:  Paine  v.  Ringold,  43  Michigan,  341.  To  show 
:ni  oral  guaranty:  Milks  v.  Rich,  80  New  York,  269;  36  Am.  Rep.  615.  To 
show  an  agreement  to  i-enew,  if  subsequent  and  for  value  :  Mills  Co.  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Perry,  72  Iowa,  15;  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  228.  To  show  an  oral  acceptance: 
Ward\.  Allen,  2  Metcalf  (Mass.),  5:5.  To  show  waiver  or  excuse  for  omission 
of  protest:  Dye  v.  Scott,  35  Oliio  State,  191  ;  35  Am.  Rep.  604  (contempora- 
neous promise  to  pay;  contra:  Farwell  v.  St.  Paul  Trust  Co.,  45  Minnesota, 
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495;  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  742);  Fletcher  v.  Pieman,  G!)  riidiiiiia,  281;  :35  Am. 
Kep.  214  (lack  of  funds);  Wrifjht  v.  Andrews,  70  Maiiif.  80;  3-")  Am.  Rep. 
;]08  (indonser  secured).  To  prove  or  explain  alterations:  Brown  v.  Straw, 
a  Nebraska,  5:50;  29  Am.  Rep.  :itj9 ;  Nicholson  v.  Combs,  90  Indiana,  515;  46 
Am.  Rep.  22!) ;  Ilarlle//  v.  Corboy,  150  Penn.  State,  2o.  To  show  forgery  or 
ratification  thereof  :  Wilbur  v.  Sloepel,  82  Michigan,  :514  ;  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  568; 
Shisler  V.  Van  Dike,  92  I'enn.  State,  447  ;  o7  Am.  Rep.  702  ;  Iliuld  v.  Matthews, 
79  Kentucky,  479  ;  42  Am.  Rep.  2:51.  To  show  fraud  or  dures.s :  Millard  v. 
Barton,  13  Rhode  Island,  001  ;  4:J  Am.  Rep.  51 ;  Phillips  v.  Meily,  106  Renn. 
State,  536.  To  siiow  and  correct  mistake :  Claxon  v.  Demuree,  14  Bush  (Ken- 
tucky), 173  (amount);  Paijsant  v.  Ware,  1  Alabama  (X.  S.)  160  (date);  Hopkins, 
V.  Ins.  Co.,  57  Iowa,  204  (form).  To  prove  or  disprove  bona  fide  holding  : 
Chrysler  v.  Renois,  43  Xew  York,  209.  Not  to  dispute  maker's  signature, 
short  of  forgery,  as  against  innocent  liolder  for  value  :  Dalrymple  v.  Hillenbrand, 
62  New  York,  5  (copartnership)  ;  Edmunds  v.  Rose,  51  New  Jersey  Law,  547 
(married  woman).  To  show  real  relation  of  parties  :  Colgrore  v.  Rockwell,  24 
Connecticut,  584 ;  Holmes  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  38  Nebraska,  :526 ;  41  Am.  St. 
Rep.  733  ;  Hubbard  v.  Gurney,  64  New  York,  457.  But  not  to  injury  of  third 
parties :  Hoge  v.  Lansinf/,  '•)')  New  Yoi'k,  136  ;  Stephens  v.  Monongahela  Nat. 
Bank,  88  Penn.  State,  1.37  ;  32  Am.  Rep.  4:58  ;  Stack  v.  Beach,  74  Indiana.  571 ; 
39  Am.  Rep.  113  (indorsement  without  recourse  or  to  identify  maker)  ;  Martin 
V.  Cole,  104  United  States,  30.  Contra:  Cake  v.  Pottsville  Bank,  116  Penn. 
State,  264  ;  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  600 ;  Brevier  v.  Woodward,  54  Vermont,  581 ;  41 
Am.  Rep.  857;  Perkins  v.  Catlin,  11  Connecticut,  213;  29  Am.  Dec.  282.  In 
case  of  indorsement  before  payee,  to  show  real  position  and  relations :  Burton 
V.  Hansford,  10  West  Virginia.  470:  27  Am.  Rep.  571;  Chad/lock  v.  Fan  Ness, 
35  New  Jersey  Law,  517  ;  10  Am.  Rep.  256  ;  Houck  v.  Graham,  106  Indiana, 
195:  55  Am.  Rep.  727  ;  Rey  v.  Simpson,  22  Howard  (L'.  S.  Sup.  Ct-),  341. 
To  explain  ambiguous  language  of  an  order :  BrUl  v.  Tuttle,  81  New  York,  454. 
To  show  custom  as  to  protest:  Chicnpee  Bank  v.  Eager,  9  Metcalf  (Mass.), 
583  ;  or  days  of  grace  :  Mills  v.  Bank,  11  Wheaton  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  431. 

Deeds. — As  to  execution  by  agent  and  ratification,  .see  notes  to  Steiglilz 
V.  Egginton,  ante,  vol.  8.  p.  622.  Parol  evidence  is  competent  to  show  no 
delivery  or  a  conditional  delivery :  Dietz  v.  Farrish,  79  New^  York,  520 ; 
Hawkes  v.  Pike,  105  Massachusetts,  560.  To  show  lack  of  capacity  in  grantor : 
Dexter  v.  Hall,  15  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  20;  Van  Deusen  v.  Sweet,  51  New 
York,  383  ;  Allis  v.  Billings,  6  Metcalf  (Mass.).  415  ;  Bensell  v.  Chancellor,  5 
Wharton  (Penn.),  371 ;  31  Am.  Dec.  561.  To  show  an  unexpres,sed  con- 
sideration :  McClanahan  v.  Henderson,  2  A.  K.  Marshall  (Kentucky),  388 ;  12 
Am.  Dec.  412.  To  contradict  the  recital  of  receipt  of  consideration,  or  to 
sliow  an  additional,  smaller,  or  different  one :  Goodspeed  v.  Fuller,  46  Maine, 
141;  AfcCrea  v.  Purmort,  16  Wendell  (N.  Y.),  460;  :^0  Am.  Dec.  103;  Wil- 
kinson v.  Scott,  17  Massachusetts.  249;  Hull  v.  Solomon,  61  Connecticut,  476; 
29  Am.  St.  Rep.  218.  But  not  as  between  the  parties  to  show  an  entire  lack 
of  consideration  :  Hammond  v.  Woodman,  41  Maine,  177;  66  Am.  Dec.  219; 
Finlayson  v.  Finlayson,  17  Oregon,  :547 ;  3  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  801. 
(Otherwise  as  to  mortgages :  Baird  v.  Baird,  145  New  York,  659  ;  28  Lawyers' 
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Kep.  Annotated,  375.  A  deed  may  be  shown  to  be  a  mere  mortgage  :  Byan  v. 
Dox,  34  New  York,  307;  00  x\m.  Dec.  696  ;  Hassam  v.  Barrett,  115  Massachu- 
setts, 1?56;  Loguex  Appeal,  104  Penn.  State,  136;  Peugh  v.  Davis,  96  United 
States,  332.  As  between  the  parties  the  consideration  may  not  be  impeached 
for  illegality:  Inhabitants  of  Worcester  v.  Eaton,  11  Massachusetts,  375  ;  Hill  v. 
Freeman,  73  Alabama,  200;  49  Am.  Rep.  48;  Gisafv.  Necal,  81  Penn.  State, 
356;  Ellis  V.  Iligfjins,  32  Maine,  34;  Donleij  v.  Tindall,  32  Texas,  43;  5  Am. 
Rep.  234.  (Otherwise  as  to  a  mortgage  :  Peed  v.  McKee,  42  Iowa,  689 ;  20 
Am.  Rep.  631.)  An  unacknowledged  deed  may  be  proved  by  parol :  West- 
liafer  v.  Patterson,  120  Indiana,  459 ;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  330.  Between  the 
parties  the  acknowledgment  is  impeachable  only  for  fraud,  collusion,  or  impo- 
sition :  Miller  v.  Railway  Co.,  132  United  States,  690 ;  Cover  v.  Manawaij,  115 
Penn.  St.  338;  2  Am-  St.  Rep.  552  ;  Kerr  v.  Russell,  69  Illinois,  666  ;  18  Am. 
Rep.  634.  And  inadmissible  to  impeach  it  as  against  an  innocent  grantee : 
Kerr  v.  Russell,  strpra  :  except  to  show  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  officer  : 
Edinburr/k  Am.  L.  M.  Co.  v.  Peoples,  102  Alabama.  241 ;  14  Southern  Reporter, 
656.  Any  ambiguity  is  explainable :  Stone  v.  Clark,  1  Metcalf  (Mass.),  378 ;  35 
Am.  Dec.  370 ;  Hall  v.  Daiis,  36  New  Hampshire,  569 ;  Lanman  v.  Crooker,  97 
Indiana,  163  ;  49  Am.  Rep.  437  ;  Cox  v.  Hart,  145  United  States,  376  ;  Prentiss 
V.  Brewer.  17  Wisconsin,  635;  86  Am.  Dec.  730;  Palmer  v.  Farrell,  129  Penn. 
State,  162;  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  708;  Kinney  v.  Hooker,  65  Vermont,  333:  36 
Am.  St.  Rep.  864  ;  Houston  v.  Bryan,  78  Georgia,  181 ;  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  2.52. 
As  to  boundaries  :  declarations  and  admissions  of  one  deceased,  while  in  pos- 
session, claiming  ownership,  and  pointing  out  boundaries  are  admissible  to 
show  true  boundaries:  Jackson  v.  AfcCall,  10  Johnson,  377;  6  Am.  Dec.  343  ; 
Hooten  v.  Comerford,  152  ]\Iassachusetts,  591;  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  861 ;  but  only 
as  against  his  interest :  Corbleysv.  Ripley,  22  West  Virginia,  154  ;  46  Am.  Rep. 
502.  Doubtful  boundaries,  even  of  private  estates,  are  generally  provable  by 
reputation ,  and  by  declarations  of  disinterested  persons  before  legal  controversy : 
Tucker  v.  Smith,  OS  Texas,  473;  Sasser  v.  Herring,  3  Devereux  Law  (North  Car.), 
340 ;  Sample  v.  Rohb,  16  Penn.  State,  305 ;  Thoen  v.  Roche,  57  Minnesota,  135  ; 
47  Am.  St.  Rep.  600  ;  City  of  Racine  \.  E'??jer.TOn.  85  Wisconsin,  80  :  39  Am.  St. 
Rep.  819.  Contra  :  Long  v.  Collon,  116  jVIassachusetts,  414 ;  Chapman  v.  Twitchell, 
37  Maine,  59 ;  58  Am.  Dec.  773 ;  Curtis  v.  Aaronson,  49  New^  Jersey  Law,  68  ;  60 
Am.  Rep.  584 ;  Hunnicutt  v.  Peyton,  102  United  States,  363.  Acquiescence 
in  a  different  location  is  provable  if  the  description  is  vague  or  ambiguous  or 
obscure,  or  the  monuments  are  destroyed,  but  not  otherwise  unless  long 
enough  to  bar  a  recovery  in  ejectment:  Jackson  v.  Bowen,  1  Caines  (N.  Y.), 
303  ;  Rockwdl  v.  Adams,  7  Cowen  (N.  Y.),  761  ;  Baldwin  v.  Brown,  16  New 
York.  :5.50;  Reed  v.  McCovrt,  41  New  York,  441.  A  practical  location  is 
binding  in  case  of  dispute  of  an  indefinite,  uncertain,  or  obscure  description, 
but  ill  no  other:  Daris  v.  Townsend,  10  Barbour  (New  York  Sup.  Ct.),  333; 
Vosburgh  v.  Tcator,  32  New  York,  561  ;  Turner  v.  Baker,  04  Missouri,  218. 
Parol  evidence  is  competent  to  engraft  a  resulting  trust:  Boyd  v.  McLean,  1 
Johnson  f'haiicery  (N.  Y.).  582;  Blodgett  v.  Hildreth,  103  ^Massachusetts,  484; 
Priir/iard  v.  I'.rnwn,  4  New  Hampshire,  ;')97  ;  17  Am.  Dec.  431;  Smitheal  v. 
Cray.  1   Humphreys  (Tennessee),  491  ;  34  Am.  Dec.  064.     So  of  a  construct- 
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ive  trust:  Bowler  v.  Curler,  21  Nevada,  158;  37  Am.  St.  Hcji.  ;")()!.  'I"o  show 
a  material  alteration  after  execution  by  consent :  Wooliey  v.  Constant,  4  John- 
son (X.  Y.),  54;  4  Am.  Dec.  240.  But  not  to  add  a  condition  or  reserva- 
tion, nor  add.  enlarge,  or  contradict  a  covenant  :  Cubol  v.  C/irisde.  42  Vermont, 
121;  1  Am.  Rep.  oV-'>;  Duttonv.  Gerrislt,  9  Cushing  (Ma.s.s.).  SO;  55  Am.  Dec. 
45;  Cook  V.  Combs,  '■]'.)  New  Hampshire,  592;  75  Am.  Dec.  241:  Martin  v. 
llandin,  18  Michigan,  o.54  ;  lUO  Am.  Dec.  181;  Leonard  \.  Cloiujh,  loo  New 
York,  292;  MacLeod  v.  Skiles,  81  :\Ii,ssouri,  595;  51  Am.  Rep.  254;  Mattison  v. 
Chicago,  ^'c.  R.  Co.,  42  Nebraska,  545  ;  Lloyd  v.  Farrell,  48  Peim.  State,  73 ;  86 
Am.  Dec.  5(j:5 ;  Flynn  v.  Bournenf.  143  Massachusetts,  277;  58  Am.  Rep.  135. 
To  the  contrary  effect :  Carry.  Dooley,  119  ^Massachusetts,  294;  McCormick 
V.  Cheevers,  l-2iibid.  202;  DurLlny.  Cohleigh,  156  ibid.  108;  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 
436;  Green  v.  Batson,  71  Wisconsin,  54;  5  Am.  St.  194.  An  oral  condition 
between  execution  and  delivery  is  provable  :  Re7niiigton  v.  Palmer,  02  New 
York,  31. 

Specific  Performance.  —  In  actions  for  specific  performance  of  contracts  to 
convey,  parol  evidence  is  competent  to  show  possession  under  and  part  per- 
formance of  an  oral  contract,  or  one  defective  under  the  statute  of  frauds,  or 
that  the  title  is  defective,  or  surprise,  mistake,  or  fraud,  or  an  luiperformed 
condition  precedent,  or  a  breacli  of  the  contract :  Whittemore  v.  Farrington,  76 
New  York,  452;  Baldwin  v.  Palmer,  10  ibid.  233;  Lewis  v.  Golhur.  129  New 
York,  227 ;  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  516. 

Receipt. — A  mere  receipt,  so  far  as  it  does  not  embody  or  constitute  a 
contract,  may  be  explained  or  contradicted  by  parol :  Wilzler  v.  Collins,  70 
Maine,  290  ;  35  Am.  Rep.  327  ;  De  Lavallette  v.  Wendt,  75  New  York.  570  ;  31 
Am.  Rep.  495;  Raymond  v.  Roberts,  2  Aikens  (So.  Car.),  204;  10  Am.  Dec. 
698  ;  Payson  v.  Lamson,  134  Massachusetts,  593. 

Releases.  —  A  formal  release  may  not  be  contradicted,  limited,  or  added  to 
by  parol :  Brady  v.  Read,  94  New  York.  031 ;  Pratt  v.  Castle.  91  Michigan, 
484;    White  v.  Richmond  ^c.  R.  Co.,  110  North  Carolina,  456. 

Bill  of  Lading.  —  Bare  recitals  may  be  contradicted  as  between  the  parties  : 
Miller  v.  Hannibal,  S,'c.  R.  Co.,  90  New  York,  430  ;  43  Am.  Rep.  179;  Dean  v. 
Driggs,  137  New  York,  274;  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  721  ;  The  Delaicare,  14  Wallace 
(U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  601 ;  Richards  v.  Doe,  100  Massachusetts.  524.  As  to  recital 
of  receipt  of  property  as  against  a  transferee,  see  ante,  vol.  4,  p.  678.  As  to 
setting  up  mistake  as  against  contractual  language  as  to  quantity  of  cargo, 
see  ante,  vol.  8,  p.  508.  Non-assent  by  shipper  to  stipulations  may  be  shown  : 
Madan  v.  Sherard,  73  New  York.  329;  29  Am.  Rep.  153;  Boorman  v.  Am. 
Ex.  Co.,  21  Wisconsin,  152.  Requirement  of  pi'ompt  delivery  may  be  shown 
by  parol  :   Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Savannah  cVc.  R.  Co.,  69  Federal  Reporter.  683. 

Subscriptions.  —  Parol  evidence  is  competent  to  show  that  no  expenditure 
has  been  made  or  incurred  on  the  faith  of  a  voluntary  unsealed  or  sealed  sub- 
scription, or  the  contrary :  Tru.'^tees  v.  Stewart,  1  New  York,  581  :  Cottage  St. 
Meth.  Church  v.  Kendall,  121  Massachusetts,  528;  2  5  Am.  Rep.  286;  Trustees 
V.  Garvey.  53  Illinois,  401 ;  5  Am.  Rep.  51 ;  Philomatli  College  v.  Hartless.  0 
Oregon,  158;  25  Am.  Rep.  510;  1  Pomeroy's  Eq.  Juris.,  sect.  383.  So, 
to  show  the  death  of  the  subscriber  before  expenditure  :   Twenty-third  Street  B. 


234  EVIDENCE. 


No.  11.  —  Meres  v.  Ansell.  —  Notes. 


Church  V.  Cornell,  117  New  York,  601.  To  show  fulfilment  of  condition  of  a 
conditional  subscription  :  Williams  College  v.  Danforth,  12  Pickering  (Mass.), 
541;  Lafmjfdte  Co.  M.  Corp.  v.  Ryland,  80  Wisconsin,  29;  Roberts  v.  Cohb, 
10;3  Xew  York,  GOO.  To  impeach  the  good  faith  of  other  subscriptions,  the 
obtaining  of  which  was  made  a  condition  precedent :  New  York  Ex.  Co.  v. 
De  Wolf,  31  Xew  York,  273.  But  an  unexpressed  condition  may  not  be 
added:  Snurxew  Mui-shall,2o  Indiana,  lOi;  Crane  \.  Elizabeth  Lib.  Ass'n,  2^) 
New  Jersey  Law,  302 ;  Burhans  v.  Johnson,  15  Wisconsin,  287.  And  a  sub- 
scription to  stock  may  not  be  varied  except  for  fraud  or  mistake  :  Turnpike 
Co.  V.  Thorp,  13  Connecticut,  173  ;  Gilman  v.  Veazie,  24  Maine,  202.  AVhere 
one  subscribes  for  stock  expressly  as  trustee,  the  real  owner  may  be  shown  : 
Cole  V.  Satsop  R.  Co.,  9  Washington,  487 ;  Stover  v.  Flack,  30  Xew  York,  64. 

Bonds.  —  It  maybe  shown  that  tlie  bond  is  not  as  it  was  when  signed: 
Richards  v.  Day,  137  Xew  York,  183.  The  character  in  which  the  obligor 
signed  may  be  shown,  as  whether  principal,  surety,  or  witness  :  Burke  v. 
Cruger,  8  Texas,  66;  58  Am.  Dec.  102;  Richardson  v.  Boynton,  12  Allen 
(Mass.),  138;  90  Am.  Dec.  141.  If  not  executed  by  all  named  in  it,  a  con- 
ditional deliver}-  may  be  shown  :  Pawling  v.  United  States,  4  Crancli  (U.  S. 
Sup.  Ct.),  219;  State  Bank  v.  Erans,  15  Xew  Jersey  Law,  155;  Fletcher  v. 
Austin,  11  Vermont,  447;  Ward  v.  C/a(;-«,  18  Grattan  (Virginia)-,  801;  Guild 
V.  TTtomas.  54  Alabama,  414 ;  25  Am.  Rep.  703.  But  otherwise  if  perfect 
on  its  face,  or  not  delivered  expressly  on  condition  :  Dair  v.  United  States, 
16  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  1;  Stale  v.  Peck,  53  Maine,  284;  Millett  v. 
Parker,  2  Metcalf  (Kentucky),  608;  Russell  v.  Freer,  56  Xew  York,  67 
(overruling  People  v.  Bostwick,  32  ibid.  445)  ;  State  v.  Potter,  63  Missouri, 
212  ;  21  Am.  Rep.  440 ;  Stale  v.  Pepper,  31  Indiana,  76  ;  Carroll  County  v. 
Ruggles,  69  Iowa,  269;  58  Am.  Rep.  223;  Hall  v.  Parker,  37  Michigan,  590; 
26  Am.  Rep.  540;  Trustees  v.  Sheik,  119  Illinois,  579;  59  Am.  Rep.  830; 
Taylor  County  v.  King,  73  Iowa,  153;  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  667  ;  Whilaker  v.  Rich- 
ards, 134  Penn.  State,  191  ;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  681.  An  agreed  mode  of  pay- 
ment and  discharge  different  from  that  specified  may  be  shown  :  Walteis  v. 
Walters,  12  Iredell  Law  (Xor.  Car.),  28;  55  Am.  Dec.  401 ;  Chester  v.  Bank  of 
Kingston,  16  Xew  York,  336  ;  Worrell  v.  Forsyth,  141  Illinois,  22.  Municipal 
bonds  may  be  impeached  by  failure  to  comply  with  the  statutes,  even  in  the 
liands  of  innocent  transferees,  unless  they  contain  recitals  of  regular  issue: 
Commrs  v.  Aspinwall,  21  Howard  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  539:  Marsh  v.  Fulton 
County,  10  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  083;  Bissell  v.  City  of  Kankakee,  64 
Illinois,  249;  16  Am.  Rep.  554.  And  so  where  no  power  to  issue  them 
existed  :  Town  of  Coloma  v.  Eaves,  92  United  States,  491  ;  Slariu  v.  Town  of 
Genoa,  23  Xew  York,  439.  Rut  ratification  may  be  shown  of  bonds  issued 
with  jiower  but  irregularly  :  Supervisors  w.  Schenck,  5  Wallace  (V.  S.  Sup.  Ct.), 
772  ;  Slate  v.  Van  Home,  7  Ohio  State,  327  ;  Alrord  v.  Syracuse  Sav.  Bank,  98 
New  York,  603;  Mercer  County  v.  Hubbard,  45  Illinois,  142;  RaUroad  Co.  v. 
Afinioii  County,  -W  Missouri,  295. 

.fuihpuents.  —  On  a  plea  of  res  judicata,  evidence  is  admi.ssible  to  show  that 
a  particular  matter  came  in  question  and  was  imder  consideration :  Bowe  v. 
Wilkins,  105  Xew  York,  322;  Atchison  iSc.  Ry-  Co.  v.  Forney,  35  Nebraska, 
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GOT;  :57  .Vm.  St.  ]le]>.  t.Y);  Yourigy.  Black,  7  Cranch  (U.  S.  Su]>.  Ct.),  50."). 
Or  the  coutrarv  :  Parker  v.  T/ioinpson,  .'i  Pickering  (Mass.),  42.0;  Phillips  v. 
Berick;  Ui  Johiist»n  (X.  V),  I'Ki.  And  to  show  the  grounds  of  the  decision  : 
Muiiro  V.  Meet-h,  !M  Micliiguii.  ")!*();  LiUis  v.  Emif/rant  Dilch  Co.,  D.j  Calii'ornia, 
").">;».  \  juilgnuMit  record  of  anotlier  State  or  country  uiay  be  impeached  for 
fraud  or  lack  of  jurisdiction,  but  not  otiierwise;  Shelton  v.  Tiffin,  ij  Howard 
(U.  S.  Sup.  C't.),  Kio:  Sewall  v.  Sewall,  122  Massachusetts,  156;  2:5  Am.  llep. 
290;  Rand  V.  Hanson,  I'A  Ma.ssachusetts,  87 ;  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  210;  Pennoyer 
V.  Neff,  95  United  States,  714;  Kerr  v.  Kerr,  41  New  York,  272;  notes,  ante, 
voL  5,  p.  745.  A  judgment  of  a  domestic  court  of  general  jurisdiction  may 
not  be  collaterally  impeached  if  it  shows  jurisdiction  on  its  face:  Cook  v. 
Darling,  18  Pickering  (Mass.),  393;  Sears  v.  Terry,  26  Connecticut,  273; 
Yaple  V.  Titus,  41  Peiin.  St.  202;  Callen  v.  Ellison,  13  Ohio  State,  44(i ;  Ed- 
gerton  v.  Edgerton,  12  Montana,  122,  and  cases  cited.  But  contra:  Ferguson 
V.  Crawford,  70  New  York,  253;  26  Am.  Rep.  589;  Mastin  v.  Gray,  19  Kan- 
sas, 45S;  27  Am.  Rep.  149;  Pollard  v.  Wegener,  13  Wiscon.sin,  .569;  McMinn 
V.  Whelan,  27  California,  300.  A  judgmeiit  of  a  court  of  inferior  and  limited 
jurisdiction  is  collaterally  impeachable  :  Hess  v.  Cole,  23  Xew  Jersey  Law, 
11(5;  Williamson  v.  Berry,  S  Howard  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  495;  Sears  v.  Terry,  26 
Connecticut,  273.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  identify  the  parties  :  Gar- 
wood V.  Garwood,  29  California,  514.  And  to  prove  that  the  record  is  lost  or 
destroyed  and  to  show  its  contents :  Manderille  v.  Reynolds,  68  New  York, 
528;  Stockhridge  \.  West  Stockbridge,  V2  Massachusetts,  400;  Reuner  v.  Bank, 
9  Wheaton,  581.  But  not  to  contradict  the  record  as  to  the  character  of  the 
cause  of  action  :  Pickcll  v.  Jerrauld,        Indiaiui,  ;  27  Northeastern  Rep'r, 

433. 

Awards.  —  Most  of  the  American  cases  hold  that  an  award  is  not  conclu- 
sive as  to  matters  which  might  have  been,  but  were  not  submitted  :  Morse  on 
Arbitration  and  Award,  p.  492;  King  v.  Savory,  8  Cushing  (Mass.),  312; 
Hopson  V.  Doolitlle,  13  Connecticut,  236  :  Ml.  Desert  v.  Tremont.  75  ^Maine,  252; 
Whitlemore  \.  Wliittemore,  2  New  Hampshire,  26;  Hewitt  v.  Furman,  IQ  Ser- 
geant &  Rawle  (Penn.)  135;  Lee  v.  Dolan,  39  New  Jersey  Equity,  193;  Keaton 
V.  Mulligan,  43  Georgia,  308;  Briggs  v.  Brewster,  23  Vermont,  100;  Engle- 
■man's  Ex'r  v.  Engleman.  1  Dana  (Kentucky),  437.  But  contra,  and  agreeing 
with  Smith  v.  Johnson,  15  East,  213,  are:  Stippv.  Wash.  Hall  Co.  5  Blackford 
(Indiana),  473;  McJimsey  v.  Traverse,  1  Stewart  (.\labama),  244;  18  Am. 
Dec.  43;  Gardener  v.  Oden,  21  Mississippi,  382;  Webster  v.  Lee,  5  Massachu- 
setts, 334 ,  Wheeler  v.  Van  Houten,  12  Johnson  (New  York),  312 ;  Olt  v. 
Schroep])el,  5  New  York,  4S2.  If  matter  was  unintentionally  omitted,  it  may 
be  shown,  and  the  award  is  not  a  bar :  Robinson  v.  Morse,  20  Vermont,  392. 
Under  a  sidimission  of  all  matters  "in  dispute."  an  award  is  not  a  bar  as  to 
a  matter  not  then  in  dispute,  although  existing :  Newnan  v.  Wood,  Martin  & 
Yerger  (Tennessee).  190.  It  may  be  shown  that  the  award  was  in  excess  of 
the  submission  :  Dodds  v.  Hakes,  114  New  York,  260. 

Assessjiient.  —  A  defective  or  ambiguous  description  in  an  assessment  for 
taxation  is  not  curable  by  parol  evidence  :  Power  v.  Bowdle,  3  North  Dakota, 
107 ;  21  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  328 ;  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  511 ;  Keith  v.  Hayden, 
26  Minnesota,  212. 
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No.  12.  — GKIFFITS   v.    PAYNE. 
(1839.) 

RULE. 

Evidence  of  a  fact  collateral  to  the  issue  is  not  admis- 
sible. So  where  the  issue  was  whether  an  acceptance  sued 
on  was  a  forgery,  evidence  that  other  bills  having  on  them 
forgeries  of  the  defendants'  signature  had  been  circulated 
by  the  plauitiff,  was  held  inadmissible. 

Griffits  V.  Payne 

11  AdolplnKs  &  Ellis,  1.31-13-3. 

Evidence.  —  Collateral  issue.  —  Forger)/. 

[lol]  Assumpsit  by  indorsee  ;igaliist  acceptor  of  a  bill ;  plea,  »?on  accepit; 

defence,  that  the  alleged  acceptance  Avas  a  fcjrgery.  Defendant  offered 
evidence  that  a  collection  of  bills,  having  on  them  forgeries  of  Iiis  signature,  had 
been  in  plaintiff's  possession,  and  that  some  of  such  bills  had  been  circulated  by 
liini.  Held  inadmi.ssible,  unless  distinct  proof  were  given  that  the  bill  on  wliicb 
the  action  was  brought  had  formed  part  of  the  collection. 

Assumpsit,  on  several  bills  of  exchange,  by  indorsee  against 
acceptor.  Pleas,  as  to  each  bill,  that  defendant  did  not  accept ; 
and  issues  thereon. 

On  the  trial,  before  TiNDAL,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Surrey  assizes, 
the  bills  were  produced.  They  were  all  drawn  by  a  person 
named  Skull,  in  1.S37,   on  the   17th  May,   17th  July,   20th   Sep- 

teml)er,  22nd  November,  27th  November,  respectively  ; 
[*132]   payable,  the  fourth  at  three  *  months,  the  other  four  at 

two  months,  afterdate  ;  the  first  and  last  for  .£40,  the  other 
tliroe  for  £50.  The  defendant's  name  appeared  on  each  as  acceptor; 
and  evidence  was  given  by  the  plaintiff  to  ])rove  the  handwriting, 
;iiid  l)y  tli(>  defendant  to  prove  that  the  signatures  were  forged. 
F<.r  tlic  <lcF('ndiint,  also,  Skull's  wife  was  called,  wlio  deposed  that 
Skull  had  suddenly  left  his  bouse  on  27th  Ai)ril  1837;  two 
days  after  which  the  ])laintiff'.s  brother,  Thomas  Griffits,  called  at 
Skull's  bouse,  asked  Skull's  wife  for  lier  liusband's  books,  bills, 
and  casli  box,  and  took  awiiy  the  cash  box,  all  the  bills  he  could 
find,  and  other  papers  1)esides.  Tt  was  then  proposed  to  prove 
that,  among  tlie   bills  so   tid<en,  either   loose  or  in   the  cash   box. 
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were  several  bills  on  which  tlie  defendant's  signature  appeared, 
which  signature  was  forged  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
oirculatins  such  forg<3d  bills  since  ;  and  it  was  contended,  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  jury  would  be  at  liberty  to  infer, 
if  tliey  thought  Ht,  that  the  bills  on  which  the  action  was  brought 
formed  part  of  the  l:>ills  so  taken  from  Skull's  house.  This  evi- 
dence was  objected  to  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff ;  and  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  rejected  it.  Verdict  for  the  plaintifl".  In  this  term,i 
Petersdorff  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  account  of  the  rejection 
of  this  evidence.  It  is  not  easy  to  state  any  general  principle 
determining  what  facts  are  to  be  excluded,  as  merely  collateral. 
But  here  the  jury  might  have  inferred  that  the  dealing  with  all 
the  bills,  including  those  on  which  the  action  was  brought,  was  a 
single  transaction.  [Lord  Dexman,  C.  J.  Could  you  give 
such  *  evidence  on  an  indictment  for  forgery?]  That  [*  133] 
tesc  was  suggested  at  nisi  priiis  by  Tindal,  C.  J. ;  but  it 
seems  too  strict.  Yet,  even  on  such  an  indictment,  guilty  knowl- 
edge in  the  particular  instance  may  be  proved  by  other  transac- 
tiors  ;  Rex  v.  Wylie,  1  Bos.  &  P.  (N.  R)  92;  and,  generally,  in 
criminal  cases  evidence  may  be  given  of  a  criminal  act,  distinct 
from  that  which  is  the  subject  of  the  indictment,  if  the  whole 
form  i»ne  transaction;  Bex  v.  U/lis,  6  B.  &  C.  145.  Gibson  v. 
Haiitcr,  2  H.  Bl.  288,  is  an  authority  for  the  admission  of  this 
evidence ;  and  the  case  seems  to  fall  within  the  principle  of 
Barber  v.  Gimjell,  3  Esp.  60.  The  learned  Judge  would  have 
admitted  this  evidence  if  there  had  been  distinct  proof  that  the 
bills  on  which  the  action  was  brought  were  among  those  taken : 
if  so,  the  evidence  was  admissible  as  one  step  in  establishing  that 
material  fact.  [Patteson,'  J.  There  are  two  nisi  pruis  cases 
against  you  ;  Viney  v.  Brctss,  1  Esp.  293  ;  and  Balcetti  v.  Serani, 
1  Peake,  192.]  In  both  those  cases  the  plaintiff  was  a  bond  Jide 
party :  here  the  evidence  proposed  was  that  the  plaintiff  had 
dealt  with  the  other  forged  instruments,  and  his  bona  fides  was 
impeached.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Lord  Dexman,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

We  think  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  did  right  in  excluding  the 
evidence  ofiered,  as  it  clearly  would  have  been  inadmissible  on 
an  indictment  for  forgery,  and  therefore  was  so  on  this  issue. 

Bule  refused. 

1  Friday,  November  8th.  Before  Lord  Denman  C.  J.,  Patteson,  Williams, 
and  Coleridge  Js. 
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Where  the  question  between  a  landlord  and  tenant  was  whether  rent 
was  payable  quarterly  or  half-j^early,  evidence  of  the  niodt;  in  Avhicli 
other  tenants  paid  was  held  inadmissible:  Carter  v.  Pnjlic  (1792),  1 
Peake,  130.  To  prove  that  a  publican  was  supplied  with  good  beer  by 
a  brewer,  it  is  not  sufficient  merely  to  show  that  good  beer  was  at  that 
time  supplied  to  other  publicans:  Holcomhe  v.  Hewson  (1810),  2 
Camp.  391,  11  II.  K.  74G.  Where  in  an  action  for  goods  sold,  the 
question  was  whether  credit  was  given  to  defendant's  wife  or  to  her 
father,  evidence  tliat  other  persons  had  given  credit  to  the  father  was 
rejected:  Smith  v.  WUkliis  (1833),  6  C.  &  P.  180.  Where  the  ques- 
tion was  whether  a  person  had  committed  a  felony  by  hiring  a  piano 
and  selling  it  at  once,  it  was  held  that  evidence  as  to  optical  instru- 
ments alleged  to  have  been  obtained  by  him  from  another  tradesman 
could  not  be  given:  Wilton  v.  Edwards  (1834),  6  C.  «&  P.  677.  In  an 
action  for  a  quarter's  salary  for  taking  a  child  from  a  school  without 
giving  a  quarter's  notice,  it  was  held  that  evidence  was  inadmissible 
that  another  person  had  taken  her  chihh'en  from  the  school  without 
giving  notice  or  paying  a  quarter's  salary:  Delamofte  \.  Lane  (1840), 
9  C.  &  P.  261  and  where  in  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  the 
question  was  whether  the  sale  was  absolute  or  conditional,  it  was  held 
incompetent  to  the  defendant  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  made  con- 
tracts with  other  persons  subject  to  the  alleged  condition:  HoUiixjliam. 
V.  Head  (1858),  4  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  388,  27  L.  J.  C.  P.  241. 

Evidence  lias  been  admitted  in  some  cases  where  the  matter  proved 
would  ^;ri;/i«/(/e/e  appear  to  be  merely  collateral.  In  order  to  entitle 
a  party  to  give  such  evidence  he  must  satisfy  the  Court  that  the  collat- 
eral fact  which  he  proposes  to  prove  will  when  established,  be  capable 
of  affording  a  reasonable  presumption  or  inference  as  to  the  nnitter  in 
dispute  and  also  that  the  evidence  which' he  proposes  to  adduce  will  be 
reasonably  conclusive:  'per  Lord  AVatsox  in  Metropolitan  Asi/Iiim 
District  Manarjers  v.  /////  (1882),  47  L.  T.  29.  The  circumstances  in 
which  such  evidenc-e  is  admitted  may  be  illustrated  by  several  cases. 
Thus,  where  the  (picstion  was  whether  an  embankment  had  c:iused  the 
choking  up  of  a  harbour,  evidence  was  admitted  that  other  harbours 
similarly  situated,  where  there  was  no  embankment,  had  begun  to  be 
choked  up:  Folker  \.  Chadd  (1782),  3  Doug.  157.  In  order  to  raise 
the  inference  that  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchangf^  knew  that  the 
payee  was  a  fictitious  jierson,  or  had  given  the  drawer  authority  to 
draw  bills  on  him  payabh;  to  a  fictitious  person,  evidence  is  admissibh; 
of  his  having  accepted  other  bills  in  circumstances  which  showed  such 
knowledge  or  authority:   dihson  v.  lliiiiter  (1794),  2  H.  P>1.  288. 
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In  order  to  prove  tliat  a  meeting  presided  over' by  a  certain  person 
was  assembled  in  futherance  of  a  conspiracy-,  resolutions  read  and  pro- 
posed by  that  person  at  another  meeting  are  admissible:  Itedford  v. 
Jiivlin/  (1822),  3  Starkie,  7<).  Where  two  persons  who  jointly  rented  a 
furnished  bed-room  were  taken  into  custody  therein  charged  with 
jointly  stealing  articles  therefrom,  and  pawnbrokers'  duplicates  were 
found  on  one  of  them,  it  was  held  that  these  were  receivable  against 
tlie  other  on  a  plea  of  justiHcation  to  an  action  for  false  imprisonment 
brought  by  that  other:  Atkinson  v.  Warne  (1834),  0  C.  X:  I*.  G87. 
Where  it  was  alleged  as  special  damage  that  a  firm  had  declined  to 
deal  with  the  plaintiff,  because  his  bill  had  been  dishonoured,  it  was 
held  that  witnesses  might  be  asked  whether  other  bills  of  the  plaintiff's 
had  not  been  dishonoured,  but  that  they  could  not  be  asked  as  to  any 
particular  bill  unless  it  was  produced:  Whltaker  v.  Dank  of  England 
(1834),  6  C.  tS:  P.  700.  Evidence  of  former  transactions  between 
parties  is  receivable  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  terms  used  in 
their  written  contracts:  Bourne  y.  GatrUff  {18U),  11  CI.  &  Fin.  45. 
Where,  in  an  action  for  work  done  and  materials  supplied  to  certain 
houses  on  the  order  of  a  third  person,  the  defendant  denied  that  he  was 
the  owner  of  the  houses  or  the  real  principal,  evidence  was  admitted 
that  other  persons  had  received  orders  from  defendant  to  do  work  at 
the  same  houses  without  showing  that  plaintiff  knew  of  their  orders  at 
the  time  he  did  his  work:  Woodtvard  v.  Buchanan  (1870),  L.  R.  5  Q. 
B.  285,  39  L.  J.  Q.  B.  71,  22  L.  T.  123.  In  an  action  for  personal 
injuries  caused  by  plaintiff's  horse  shying  at  a  heap  of  road  scrapings 
placed  by  the  defendants  by  the  side  of  the  public  highway,  evidence 
that  other  horses  had  shied  at  the  same  heap  on  the  same  day  was  held 
a,dmissible  as  going  to  show  that  it  was  a  public  nuisance:  Brown 
V.  Eastern  &  Midland  By.  Co.  (1889),  22  Q.  B.  D.  391,  58  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  212. 

Where  in  an  action  for  pulling  down  a  wall  the  issue  was  whether 
certain  common  land  was  the  freehold  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  over 
which  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  of  common,  or  the  freehold  of  plaintiff, 
it  wa3  held  that  leases  of  minerals  granted  by  the  lord  to  other  persons 
ir.  other  parts  of  the  uninclosed  waste  land  were  not  receivable  unless 
it  was  first  shown  that  the  locals  in  quo  formed  part  of  one  entire  waste 
to  which  these  leases  were  applicable:  Tt/rwhitt  y.  If'i/nne  (1819),  2  B. 
&  Aid.  554.  21  R.  E.  398. 

As  to  the  circumstances  in  which  evidence  of  a  customary  right  in  a 
manor  has  been  admitted  with  a  view  to  showing  a  similar  right  in  a 
iieighbounng  manor,  see  Diikr  of  Somerset  v.  France  (1725),  1  Str. 
654,  661;  Rowe  v.  Brenton  (1828),  8  B.  &  C.  758. 
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AMERICAN  NOTES. 

Greenieaf  says  (1  Evidence,  sect.  52j :  "  This  rule  excludes  all  evidence  of 
collateral  facta,  or  those  which  are  incapable  of  affording  any  reasonable  pre- 
sumption or  inference  as  to  the  principal  fact  or  matter  in  dispute ;  and  the 
reason  is  that  such  evidence  tends  to  draw  away  the  minds  of  the  jurors  from 
the  point  in  issue,  and  to  excite  prejudice  and  mislead  them  ;  and  moreover 
the  adverse  party  having  had  no  notice  of  such  a  course  of  evidence,  is  not 
prepared  to  rebut  it.'" 

So  evidence  of  the  escape  of  noxious  substances  by  water  from  defendant's 
factory  to  other  lands  than  those  of  the  plaintiff  was  rejected:  Lincoln  v. 
Taunton  C.  M.  Co.,  9  Allen  (Mass.),  181.  So  an  officer  charged  with  miscon- 
duct may  not  show  that  other  officers  were  accustomed  to  act  in  the  same  way : 
Cutter  v.  Uou:e,  12J  Massachusetts,  511.  In  an  action  to  recover  money  got 
by  fraud,  evidence  of  similar  frauds  on  another  in  a  similar  but  distinct 
transaction  is  inadmissible:  Mckay  \.  Russell,  3  Washington,  378:  28  Am, 
St.  Rep.  4-1;  Jordan  v.  Osgood,  100  IMassachusetts,  457;  12  Am.  Eep.  731.  in 
an  action  for  injury  to  one  who  crawled  under  a  car  blockading  a  street, 
evidence  of  other  blockades  pre\iously,  or  of  a  custom  to  crawl  under  such 
cars,  is  iiuidmissible  :  Rumpel  v.  Oregon,  ^'c.  R.  Co..  Idaho  j"to  appear]  ;  '22 
Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  725.  The  fact  that  A.  has  drawn  .-everal  notes  in  a 
certain  form  is  irrelevant  to  the  issue  of  the  form  of  notes  in  controversy  :  Iron 
Ml.  Bank  v.  Murdock,  62  Missouri,  70.  On  the  question  of  a  right  to  travel 
on  a  raalroad  ticket  after  the  time  limited,  the  fact  that  he  has  used  other 
similar  tickets  after  the  time  limited  is  irrelevant :  Hill  v.  Syracuse,  kc.  R.  Co., 
63  New  York,  101.  So  of  abusive  language  by  a  passenger  to  a  conductor 
on  a  previous  day:  Baltimore  §■  Ohio  R.  Co.  v.  Barger,  SO  Maryland,  23;  20 
Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  220. 

Tn  order  to  determine  whether  certain  facts  constitute  negligence,  evi- 
dence of  theii- effect  Iti  other  similar  conditions  may  be  given.  As  the  effect 
on  horses  of  a  flag  hung  across  a  street :  Bemis  v.  Temple,  162  Massachusetts, 
342;  26  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  254;  and  to  this  effect.  Crocker  v.  3Jc- 
Gregor,  76  Maine,  282;  49  Am.  Rep.  Oil  ;  House  v.  Metcalf,  27  Comiecticut, 
631;  Morse  v.  RicJimond,  41  Vermont,  435;  !»S  Am.  Dec.  600;  Chicago  v. 
Powers,  42  Illinois,  169;  80  Am.  Dec.  418  :  Shra  v.  Glendale  E.  F.  Co.,  162 
Massachusetts,  46:5. 

In  an  action  for  an  injury  by  an  electric  shock,  evidence  that  others  suf- 
fered in  the  same  way  at  the  same  time  is  competent :  Block  v.  Milwaukee  St. 
Ry.  Co.,  89  Wisconsin,  371;  27  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  365. 

On  the  question  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  ])art  of  a  servant,  evi- 
dence has  been  admitted  to  show  that  he  acted  as  others  similarly  situated 
were  in  the  liabit  of  doing:    Whitsett  v.  Chicago,  ^v.  Ry.  Co.,  67  Iowa,  150. 

On  the  question  of  contributory  negligence  in  circumstances  of  sudden 
peril,  the  conduct  of  others  on  the  same  occasion  may  be  shown  :  Ttvomley  v. 
Cent.  Park,  Sfc.R.  Co.,  69  New  York,  158;  25  Am.  Rep.  162;  Mohile,  Sfc.  R.  Co. 
V.  Ashcraft,  48  Alabama,  15.  So  also  when  there  is  no  peril  a  passenger 
may  follow  the  conduct  of  other  passengers  in   making  his  exit  finin    the 
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carrier's  coaches :  Mis-souri  P.  Rij.   Co.  v.  Loutj,  81   Texas,  25o  ;  20  Am.  St. 
Rep.  811. 

In  an  action  for  false  representation  of  a  man's  solvency,  evidence  that  he 
was  reputed  solvent  in  tlie  community  is  competent :  Forbes  v.  Howe,  102 
.Massachusetts,  427 ;  Slingerlaud  v.  Bennett,  G  'J'lionipson  )k  Cook  (New  York 
Sup.  Ct.),  44(i. 

In  an  action  against  A.  for  work  done  by  H.  at  the  order  oi  C,  the  defen.se 
being  that  it  was  done  for  C.  as  contractor,  A.  may  show  that  he  had  con- 
tracted with  C.  that  he  should  do  it:  Rerjun  v.  Dickinson,  lU-j  Massachusetts, 
112. 

On  the  (question  of  insanity,  the  insanity  of  relatives  may  be  proved: 
State  v.  Iloyt,  47  Connecticut,  518;  -W  Am.  Rep.  89;  Walsh  \.  People,  88 
New  York,  458. 

On  the  question  of  paternity,  the  child  may  be  shown  to  the  jury:  State 
V.  Smith,  54  Iowa,  104;  Gaunt  v.  State,  50  Xew  Jersey  Law,  490;  Finnegan  v. 
Durjan,  14  Allen,  197;  State  v.  Woodruff',  07  Xorth  Carolina,  89;  Gilmanton  v. 
Ham,  88  New  Hampshire,  108;  State  v.  Arnold,  13  Iredell  Law  (Nor.  Car.), 
184;  Croio  v.  Jordan,  49  Ohio  State.  655;  :}2  Northeastern  Reporter,  750. 
Contra:  State  v.  Danforth,  48  Iowa,  43;  30  Am.  Rep.  387:  Petrie  v.  Howe, 
4  Thompson  &  Cook  (New  Y''ork  Supr.  Ct.),  85 ;  People  v.  Carney,  29  Hun 
(New  York  Supr.  Ct.),  47;  Hanawalt  v.  State,  64  Wisconsin.  84  ;  54  Am.  Rep. 
588;  Reitz  v.  State,  33  Indiana,  187;  Overlook  v.  Hall.  81  Maine,  348;  Clark 
V.  Bradstreet,  80  Maine,  454;  0  Am.  St.  Rep.  221.  See  '-Practical  Tests  in 
Evidence,"'  4  Green  Bag,  558. 

To  determine  a  question  of  race  the  jury  may  look  at  the  person :  Jones 
V.  Jones,  45  Maryland,  151 ;  Garcin  v.  State,  .52  Mississi]i]ii.  207  :  Warlick  v. 
White,  86  North  Carolina,  139 ;  41  Am.  Rep.  453.  But  not  to  determine  his 
age:  Hiiniger  v.  State,  53  Indiana,  251. 

And  testimony  by  witnesses  of  resemblance  or  lack  of  resemblance  is 
incompetent:  Eddy  v.  Gray,  4:  Allen  (Mass.),  435;  Jones  x.  Jones,  io  Mary- 
land, 144;  Keniston  v.  Roicc,  10  Maine,  38.  Contra:  Paulk  v.  State,  52 
Alabama.  427. 

On  the  question  of  damages  by  diminution  of  rental  ■value  caused  by  tlie 
erection  of  an  elevated  street  railway,  it  is  not  permissible  to  show  the  rental 
value  of  other  property  in  the  same  vicinity  before  and  after  the  construction 
of  the  railway  :  Jamieson  v.  Elevated  Ry.  Co.,  147  New  York,  322;  Witmark  v. 
Elevated  Ry.  Co.,  76  ibid.  302. 

Evidence  of  other  similar  frauds  is  competent  if  they  were  committed  at 
or  about  the  same  time  as  that  in  question,  and  the  same  motive  may  reason- 
ably be  supposed  to  prompt  them  all :  McCasker  v.  Enrirjht,  64  Vermont,  488; 
33  Am.  St.  Rep.  938  ;  Gary  v.  Hotailing,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.).  311  ;  37  Am.  Dec.  323  ; 
Eastman  v.  Premo,  49  Vermont,  355;  24  Am.  Rep.  142;  Perkins  v.  Prout,  47 
New  Hampshire,  387;  93  Am.  Dec.  449:  Hall  v.  Naylor,  18  New  Y'ork,  588; 
75  Am.  Dec.  269. 

As  to  proof  of  other  slanderous  words,  -see  ante,  vol.  9.  ji.  84. 

On  the  issue  whether  vines  died  from  lack  of  water,  which  it  was  defend- 
ant's duty  to  furnish,  evidence  that  vines  of  others  similarly  situated  died 
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although  abundantly   watered,  is  competent:    Remy  v.    Ohh.  California,  21 
Lawyers'  Rep.   Annotated,  645. 

On  the  question  whether  a  tire  was  of  incendiary  origin,  evidence  of  an 
attempt  on  the  same  night  to  set  fire  to  a  neighboring  building  is  relevant : 
Faucett  v.  Nichols,  64  New  York,  'MT. 

Values  may  be  proved  by  the  value  of  similar  property  in  similar  circum- 
stances :  Benham  v.  Dunbar,  10;J  ISIassachusetts,  o65  ;  hhell  v.  N.  1'.,  §-c.  It. 
Co.,  27  Connecticut,  39o  ;  71  Am.  Dec.  73;  Atchison,  Sfc.  R.  Co.  v.  Harper,  1!) 
Kansas,  529 ;  Cross  v.  Wilkins,  4o  New  Hampshire,  332;  Melvin  v.  Hullard, 
35  Vermont,  2GS  (not  so  as  to  vessels:  Blunchanl  v.  Steamboat  Co.,  59  New 
York,  292). 

In  actions  for  negligence,  evidence  of  personal  habit  has  sometimes  been 
admitted.  Thus  in  an  action  for  personal  injuries  evidence  that  plaintiff  was 
in  the  habit  of  getting  on  defendant's  train  and  riding  for  a  short  distance 
and  dropping  off  is  admissible  upon  the  issue  as  to  whether  he  boarded  the 
train  on  the  day  ix\  question  as  a  passenger  and  was  thrown  off  by  the  con- 
ductor, or  boarded  it  as  a  trespasser  and  jumped  off  upon  seeing  the  conductor  : 
Preston  v.  Hannibal  &;  St.  J.  R.  Co..  132  ^Missouri,  111  ;  33  South  "Western  Rep'r, 
783.  To  the  same  effect :  Anglo-American,  cVc.  Co.  v.  Baler,  20  Illinois  Ap.  376  ; 
Parkinson  v.  Nashua  §•  L.  R.  Co.,  61  New  Hampshire,  416.  In  the  last  case 
the  court  concede  that  their  ruling  is  contrary  to  the  weight  of  authority  else- 
where. In  Thompson  v.  Railroad  Co.,  72  Mississippi,  715,  an  action  by  a  boy 
thii'teen  years  old,  a  trespasser  on  a  fi'eight  train,  for  injury  sustained  in 
jumping  from  it  while  moving  at  the  order  of  the  conductor,  evidence  was 
approved  to  show  that  he  and  his  companions  were  in  the  habit  of  boarding 
and  jumping  from  trains  so  moving,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  conductors.  In 
Berg  v.  Par.'ions,  90  Hun  (New  Y'ork  Supr.  Ct.).  267,  evidence  that  a  contractor 
was  habitually  careless  in  blasting  was  allowed. 

But  evidence  that  a  boy  made  a  practice  of  jumping  from  an  elevator  while 
ill  motion  is  inadmissible  upon  the  question  whether  an  injury  received  while 
he  was  attenqiting  to  leave  the  car  was  due  to  his  attenqit  to  jump  from  it 
while  in  motion,  or  to  the  fact  that  it  was  improperly  started  before  he  had 
time  to  get  out:  Baler  v.  Irish,  172  Peiin.  State,  528.  To  the  same  effect: 
Brennanx.  Friendship,  67  Wisconsin,  223;  Chase  v.  Maine  Cent.  R.  Co.,  77 
Maine,  62  ;  52  Am.  Rep.  744  :  "  the  best  authorities  clearly  sustain  the  doc- 
trine that  the  fact  of  a  person  having  once  or  many  times  in  his  life  done  a 
particular  act  in  a  particular  way  does  not  prove  that  he  has  done  the  same 
thing  in  the  same  way  upon  another  and  different  occasion  ;  "  citing  Morris  v. 
East  Haven,  41  Connecticut,  2.')2  ;  Baldwin  v.  Railroad.  4  Gray  (Mass.),  3:53. 
The  last  case  holds  that  evidence  of  reputation  for  carelessness  is  incompe- 
tent, but  that  perhaps  evidence  of  actual  carelessness  in  the  management 
of  horses  would  be  competent,  citing  Adams  v.  Carlisle,  21  Pickering  (Mass.), 
146,  an  obiter  expression  l)y  Sii.vw,  C.  J.  lUit  in  the  Connecticut  case  above, 
evidence  was  ex])licitly  held  collateral  and  inadmi.ssible  to  show  that  a  man 
had  driven  carefully  on  other  occasions ;  the  court  observing :  "  where  the 
question  is  how  in  a  particular  case  a  man  managed  a  restive  horse  in  the 
midst  of  danger  and  difficulties,  nothing  could  be  gained  by  ascertaining  how 
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he  had  driven  a  gentle  horse  upon  some  country  road,  where  no  danger  or 
difficulties  exi.sted.  It  might  as  well  be  proved  that  a  party  was  negligent  on 
n  certain  occasion  by  showing  that  he  had  been  negligent  on  other  occasions, 
where  other  parties  had  been  injured."  The  Court  also  advert  to  the  fact  that 
such  evidence  mi^ht  raise  •'  interminable  collateral  (juestions  "  as  to  the  ex- 
ercise of  due  care  on  such  other  occasions.  See  AtlanUi  iV  IT.  P.  Ji.  Co.  v. 
JSmilh,  01  Georgia,  107. 

It  is  inadmissible  to  show  a  man's  liabit  of  gambling  wln-u  drunk  :  Thomp- 
son V.  Bowie,  4  AVallace  (U.  8.  Sup.  Ct.),  46o;  or  his  habit  of  lying:  C'oin- 
momcealih  v.  Kennon,  ITO  Massacliusetts,  •lO  ;  or  his  habit  of  taking  usury : 
lloss  V.  Ackerman,  m  New  York,  210;  Jackson  v.  Smith,  7  (.'owen  (_Xew  York), 
717;  or  his  liabit  of  being  abusive  :  Baltimore  &,-  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Barrjer,  SO  Mary- 
land, "i"] ;  20  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  220. 

In  order  to  show  notice  to  the  owner  of  the  vicious  propr'nsity  cf  an 
animal,  the  exhibition  of  it  on  former  occasions  and  complaints  tiieieof 
to  the  ow;ier  may  be  proved:  G'oileau  v.  Blood,  52  Vermont,  2.31;  -"Hi  Am. 
Kep.  7.7)1 ;  Green,  &'c.  K.  Co.  v.  Breamer,  97  Penu.  State.  U);} ;  Midler  v.  Mc- 
Kesson, 7;J  New  York,  195;  29  Am.  Hep.  12;];  Rider  v.  White,  G5  New  York, 
^1;  22  Am.  Rep.  GOO.  So  the  habit  of  a  horse  for  shying,  balking,  or  other 
viciousness  may  be  show^n  by  instances  before  and  after  the  one  in  question  : 
Mai/r/i  V.  Ciitts,  123  Massachusetts,  535 ;  Chamberlain  v.  Enfield,  i->  New 
Hampshire,  356. 

"Where  evidence  of  the  particular  negligence  of  emi)loyees  has  lieen  given, 
evidence  of  theii"  general  skill,  care,  and  competency  is  not  admissible  in 
rebuttal ;  Hays  v.  Millar,  77  Penn.  State,  238  ;  18  Am.  Rep.  4-45. 

In  his  notes  to  Stephen's  Digest  of  Evidence,  Mr.  Chase  cites  the  following 
authorities  :  On  the  question  of  a  right  to  travel  on  a  lailroad  ticket  after  the 
limited  time,  evidence  that  the  passenger  has  been  allowed  to  do  so  in  other 
instances  is  irrelevant  :  Hill  v.  Syracuse,  ^'c.  B.  Co.,  03  Xew  York.  101.  On 
the  question  of  value  of  a  vessel,  evidence  of  value  of  other  vessels  with  which 
she  might  be  compared  is  irrelevant :  Blanchard  v.  Steamboat  Co.,  59  Xew  York, 
292;  but  see  Carr  v.  Moore,  41  Xew  Hampshire.  131.  On  the  question  how 
much  hay  a  horse,  not  in  ordinary  condition,  ate  in  eight  weeks,  evidence  of 
how  much  an  ordinary  horse  ate  in  a  week  is  irrelevant :  Carlton  v.  Hescox, 
107  Massachusetts,  410.  On  the  question  of  the  safety  of  a  sidewalk,  evidence 
that  others  had  slipped  at  the  same  point  while  it  was  in  the  same  coiulition, 
is  admissible:  District  of  Columbia  v.  Armes,  107  United  States,  51!)  ;  Quinlan 
V.  Utica,  11  Han  (X.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.),  217  ;  74  Xew  York,  603  ;  Aurora  v.  Brown, 
12  Bradwell  (Illinois  Appellate  Ct.),  122;  Calkins  v.  Hartford,  33  Connecticut, 
57;  87  Am.  Dec.  194  ;  Kent  v.  Lincoln.  32  Vermont,  591;  contra:  Collihs  v. 
Dorchester,  6  Cushing  (Mass.),  396;  Bauer  v.  Indianapolis.  99  Indiana,  56. 
On  the  question  whether  an  act  or  structure  which  frightened  a  horse  was  dan- 
gerous for  use  of  the  highway  with  horses,  evidence  of  the  fright  of  other 
horses  thereby  is  competent :  Crocker  v.  McGregor,  76  JNIaine,  282  ;  49  Am. 
Rep.  611;  Gordon  v.  Maine  ^'  B.  R.  Co.,  58  Xew  Hampshire,  396;  House  v. 
Metcalf,  '21  Connecticut,  631.  On  the  question  whether  an  attachment  will 
■work  successfully  on  a  certain  loom,  evidence  that  it  has  go  worked  on  an- 
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other  like  loom  is  competent :  Brierly  v.  Miles,  128  Massachusetts,  291.  On. 
the  question  whether  a  fire  was  set  by  sparks  from  a  railway  engine,  evidence 
that  other  engines  of  like  construction  have  scattered  sparks  at  the  same 
locality  is  admissible.  Crist  v.  Erie  R.  Co.,  58  New  York,  (338;  Grand  T.  R, 
Co.  V.  RicJiardson,  91  United  States,  454;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  \.  Stranahan,  79 
Penn.  State,  405;  Boyce  \.  Cheshire  R.  Co.,  43  New  Hampshire,  G27;  Slosson 
\.  Railroad  Co.,  60  Iowa,  215;  Atchison,  Sfc.  R.  Co.  v.  Stanford,  12  Kansas, 
354  -,  15  Am.  Rep.  362  ;  Loring  v.  Worces^ter,  ^c.  R.  Co.,  131  Massachusetts,, 
469.  On  the  question  whether  a  fire  was  of  incendiary  origin,  evidence  of  au 
incendiary  attempt  on  the  same  night  on  a  neighboring  building  was  allowed  : 
Faucett  v.  Nichols,  64  New  York,  377  ;  Mead  v.  Husted,  52  Connecticut,  53  j, 
52  Am.  Rep.  554.  On  the  question  whether  a  vessel  in  tow  foundered  through 
intrinsic  defects  or  from  careless  management,  evidence  that  she  had  been 
frequently  safely  towed  with  as  heavy  a  load  at  as  high  speed  is  competent  : 
Baird  v.  Daly,  68  New  York,  547. 

As  to  proof  of  previous  similar  accidents  there  is  a  difference  of  opinion. 
On  a  question  of  overloading  of  a  wagon,  evidence  that  on  other  occasions  the 
wagon  had  been  overloaded,  was  excluded  :  Whitney  v.  Gross,  140  Massa- 
chusetts, 232.  So  where  the  question  was  of  negligence  of  a  foreman,  pre- 
vious negligent  acts  were  excluded  :  Hatt  v.  Nay.  144  Massachusetts,  186. 
Whei'e  a  horse  had  taken  fright  at  a  box-car  on  the  highway,  evidence 
that  horses  had  previously  been  so  frightened  was  held  incompetent.  Cleve- 
land, is'c.  R.  Co.  V.  Wynant,  114  Indiana,  525.  So  as  to  a  horse  injured  by 
the  defective  construction  of  a  railway  and  highway  crossing :  Hudson  v. 
Chicago,  8fc.  R.  Co.,  .59  Iowa,  581.  So  of  a  passenger  stepping  off  a  ti-ain  : 
Smilli  V.  Cent.  R.  Sf  B.  Co.,  Georgia  [to  appear].  So  of  a  man  falling  into  a 
turn-table  while  passing  on  a  street  in  a  dark  night:  Early  v.  Lake  Shore.  Ac. 
R.  Co., Michigan  [to  appear].  See  Hudson  v.  Chicago,  ^c.  R.  Co.,  59  Iowa, 581 ; 
44  Am.  Rep.  692  ;  Collins  v.  Inhabitants  of  Dorchester,  6  Gushing  (Mass.),  396; 
Parker  \.  Portland  Pub.  Co.,  69  :Maine,  173;  31  Am.  Rep.  2()2  ;  Bait.  c5-  Susq, 
R.  Co.  v.  Woodruff,  4  Maryland,  242;  59  Am.  Dec.  72  (emission  of  sparks, 
fiom  locomotive  engine);  Leirisx.  Eastern  Railroad.  60  New  Hampshire,  187, 
So  evidence  that  others  had  jiassed  safely  is  incompetent :  Brancli  v.  Libhey,  IS- 
Maine,  321  ;  57  Am.  Rep.  810.  So  in  Temperance  Hall  Ass'n  v.  Giles,  33  New 
Jersey  Law,  260,  tlie  (question  being  as  to  the  safety  of  an  area,  evidence  that 
10,000  peo])le  had  passed  and  repassed  it  every  year  without  accident  wa& 
held  inadmissible.  In  Aldrich  v.  Inh(d)itants  of  Pelham,  1  (jray  (Mass.),  511, 
Shaw,  C.  J.,  said  :  "If  it  was  competent  for  defendant  to  prove  that  other 
persoiis,  with  caniagcs  and  vehicles  of  a  certain  width,  had  passed  there  with- 
out collision,  it  would  ]h'  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  rebut  it,  by  provinpf 
instances  in  which  other  persons,  driving  with  equal  care  and  with  carriages 
of  equal  widtli,  had  met  with  accidents  by  collision.  Each  of  these  circum- 
stances wouhl  present  a  di.stinct  issue,  and  involve  tlie  consequences  con- 
tem])lated  in  Cntllns  v.  Dorchester,  6  Cush.  396,  and  be  directly  repugnant  la 
the  rule  adopted  and  sanctioned  in  that  case."  In  Louisville,  Sfc.  R.  Co.  v. 
Berry,  88  Kentucky,  222 ;  21  Am,  St.  Rep.  329,  an  action  for  injury  to  a  boy 
thrown  under  a  train  at  a  platform,  evidence  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of 
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jumping  on  tlie  train  at  that  point  and  had  been  wai  iied  against  doing  so, 
was  excluded.  To  similar  effect :  Southern  R.  Co.  v. /ve//(/r/'cA,  40  Mississippi, 
^M{  ;  90  Am.  Dec.  :5-32  ;  Bridger  v.  As/ierillr,  \c.  U.  Co.,  '27  South  Carolina,  4.1() ; 
i;J  An).  St.  Rep.  Oyo ;  IIofh/('.'<  v.  Bearse,  129  Illinois,  ST.  Evidence  that  other 
railroad  companies  maintained  bridges  similar  to  the  one  complained  of  was 
rejected  in  Louisville,  ^r.  It.  Co.  v.  Wriyht,  11.1  Indiana,  378.  See  Engel  v. 
Smit/t,  S2  ^Michigan,  1;  Bremiier  v.  Inlnihitatit.-<,  S:5  Ahiiiic  Ilij;  "Jo  Am.  St. 
Rep.  782;  Matfiews  v.  Ce'/ar  ]i(ipi(h,  SO  h.wa,  4.'i9 ;  20  Am.  St.  Kep.  430; 
Phillips  V.  Town  of  Willow,  70  Wisconsin,  0;  .3  Am.  St.  Kep.  114;  Cleceland, 
Sfc.  R.  Co.  V.  WyiianI,  114  Indiana,  .')2.") ;  .">  Am.  St.  Kep.  044.  A  ferry  com- 
pany charged  with  loss  of  animals,  may  not  show  that  the  boat  had  been 
long  and  safely  used  :  Lewis  v.  Smith,  107  Massachusetts,  334.  Evidence  that 
for  a  few  days  after  an  accident  on  a  railroad  trestle,  trains  were  run  quite 
slowly,  and  aftenvards  resumed  the  former  dangerous  speed,  is  not  compe- 
tent: Anderson  y.  Chicago.  iVc.  R.  Co.,  87  Wisconsin.  19.3;  23  Lawyers'  Rei^. 
Annotated,  20:5. 

In  other  cases  such  evidence  has  been  held  conqietc'ut  to  characterize  an 
act  or  circumstances,  and  on  the  point  of  knowledge  in  or  notice  to  persons 
charged  with  duties  concerning  premises  or  appliances,  or  keeping  competent 
^servants  :  Pennsijlrania  Railroad  Co.  v.  Books,  .37  Penn.  State,  339  ;  98  Am. 
Dec.  229 ;  Darling  v.  Westmoreland,  52  Xew  Hampshire,  401;  13  Am.  Rep.  i3.3; 
Kent  V.  Lincoln,  32  Vermont,  .391;  Quinlan  v.  Utica.  74  Xew  York,  003; 
House  V.  Melcalf.  27  Connecticut,  032;  Chicago  v.  Powers,  42  Illinois,  169;  89 
Am.  Dec.  418;  District  of  Columliia  v.  Ar)nes,  107  United  States,  .319;  City  of 
Delphi  v.  Lowerij,  74  Indiana,  320:  :)9  Am.  Ke]>.  9S ;  Mobile,  ^-c.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ashcraft,  \>^  Alal)anm,  13;  Augusta  v.  Hafers,  (i\  (ieorgia,  4S:  34  Am.  Kep. 
So;  Osborne  v.  Bell,  02  ^lichigaii.  21S;  Wooley  v.  Crand  St.,  S,c.  R.  Co..  S'^ 
New  York,  121  ;  Morse  v.  Minneapolis,  \c.  R.  Co.,  30  Minnesota.  40.3:  Sheldon 
V.  Hudson  R.  R.  Co.,  14  Xew  York,  21S;  t)7  Am.  Dec.  1.35  (three  judges  dis- 
senting); Henri/  v.  So.  P.  R.  Co.,  30  California,  170;  Hogt  v.  Jejfers.  30 
jMichigan,  181;  Oilman  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.,  10  Allen  (Mass.).  233;  87  Am. 
Dec.  035;  Longabaugh  v.  Virg.,  S^-c.  R.  Co..  9  Xevada,  271;  Crand  T.  R.  Co. 
\.  Richardson,  91  United  States,  454;  Crocker  x.  McGregor,  1(\  INIaine,  2S2 ; 
49  Am.  Kep.  (ill  (escape  of  steam  on  highway,  frightening  horse).  In 
W/ntneg  V.  Inhab.  of  Leominster,  loH  Massachusett.s,  2.3,  an  action  for  injury 
by  a  defect  in  a  highway,  the  defence  was  that  plaintiff  was  driving  too  fast, 
and  defeiulant  was  allowed  t(j  prove  tliat  the  horse  had  trotted  a  mile  in  three 
minutes.  In  Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  5  ^Montana.  237:  31  Am.  Kep.  43,  an  action 
for  injury  by  a  vicious  horse,  evidence  of  his  vi(•i()usn("^s  Ix-i'ore  and  after  was 
allowed.  So  as  to  ennssion  of  sparks  from  engine:  Campbell  \.  Missouri  P. 
R.  Co  ,  121  ^Missouri,  340:  25  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated.  175.  In  an  action  l)y 
a  servant  against  his  master  for  injury  by  a  fellow-servant,  the  reputation  of 
the  latter  for  intemperance  may  be  shown :  Norfolk,  Av.  /,'.  (  ',>.  \.  Hoover,  79 
Maryland.  25:! :  47  Am.  St.  Keji.  392.  Tn  Brewing  Co.  v.  Bauer,  50  Ohio 
State,  560;  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  (iSO,  an  action  for  injury  to  a  servant  by  nu 
unsafe  appliance,  evidence  that  it  had  previously  behaved  in  the  same  manner 
was    allowed,  the   Court  observing:    "The  reasoning  in   tlip   Massachusetts 
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cases  cited  above,  and  relied  ou  by  the  ])laiiitiff  in  error,  has  generally  been 
regarded  as  unsound,  and  for  this  reason  the  decisions  have  not  generally 
been  followed  by  the  Courts  of  other  States."  "  A  fact  that  illustrates  as  by 
an  experiment  the  condition  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  issue  in  controversy, 
is  not  collateral  to  the  issue,  but  is  direct  evidence  bearing  upon  it : "  Walker 
V.  Westjield,  o9  Vermont,  251.  In  Simmoiis  v.  New  Bedford,  ^~c.  Co.,  97  iNIassa- 
chusetts,  361 ;  93  Am.  Dec.  99,  an  action  by  a  steam])oat  passenger  for  an 
injury  by  tlie  falling  upon  him  of  a  small  boat  suspended  above  deck,, 
caused  by  the  weight  of  passengers  sitting  in  it,  evidence  was  allowed  to 
show  that  passengers  had  been  frequently  in  the  habit  of  sitting  in  it.  So 
in  an  action  for  injury  to  goods  by  the  fall  of  a  warehouse,  evidence  was 
admitted  to  show  the  fall  of  other  storehouses  built  by  defendant  in  the  same 
row:  Carson  v.  Godley,  '26  Penn.  State,  111  ;  07  Am.  Dec.  404.  So  on  a 
question  of  the  safety  of  a  sidewalk,  evidence  of  former  similar  accidents  was 
allowed:  City  of  Augusta  v.  Hafers,  61  Georgia,  48;  34  Am.  Rep.  95. 

In  an  action  for  an  injury  through  a  defective  highway,  evidence  of  the 
condition  of  the  highway  at  and  about  the  point  in  ciuestion,  before  or  after 
the  accident,  within  such  a  time  as  renders  it  probable  that  no  change  has 
taken  place,  is  admissible:  Woodcock  v.  Worcester,  138  ^Massachusetts,  268; 
Ba'deif  v.  Trumbull,  31  Connecticut,  581 ;  Walker  v.  Westfield,  39  Vermont, 
246 ;  Sherman  v.  Kortrifjht,  52  Barbour  (N".  Y.  Sup.  C^t.),  267. 

On  the  question  whether  a  tii'e  was  caused  by  sparks  from  defendant's 
engines,  evidence  that  other  tires,  before  and  after,  at  other  points  on  the  same 
road,  had  been  caused  by  its  engines,  is  admissible:  Campbell  v.  AMissouri  P. 
R.  Co.  121  ^Missouri,  340;  25  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  175  ;  Sheldon  v.  Hudson 
R.  R.  Co.,  14  New  York,  218;  67  Am.  Dec.  155;  Grand  Trunk  R.  of  Canada 
V.  Richardson,  91  United  States,  470. 

Evidence  of  occurrences  on  the  same  day,  but  some  hours  before  a  fatal 
aifray,  is  admissible  on  a  j^i'osecution  for  murder,  on  the  (juestion  of  self- 
defence,  where  they  were  a  part  of  the  same  occurrences  that  terminated  in 
the  killing:  People  v.  Hecker,  li)9  California,  451 ;  30  Lawyers' Rep.  Anno- 
tated, 403. 

As  to  the  admissibility  of  midence  of  subseipient  repairs  or  jjrecautions 
there  is  a  similar  but  not  so  serious  a  conflict.  That  such  evidence  is  incom- 
petent: Nalley  v.  Hartford  Carpet  Co.,  51  Connecticut,  524;  50  Am.  Rep.  47; 
Douf/an  V.  Transp.  ( 'o.,  56  New  York,  1 ;  Baird  v.  Daly,  ()8  ibid.  551  ;  Hudson 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  59  Iowa,  581;  44  Am.  Rep.  692;  Morse  v.  Railroad  Co.,  30 
Minnesota,  465  (overiMiling  former  decisions)  ;  Terre  Haute.  Av.  R.  Co.  v. 
Clem,  123  Indiana,  15;  18  Am.  St.  Rej).  :503 :  Kly\.  St.  l.ouis,  ;\f.  R.  Co.., 
77  iMi.ssouri,  34;  Woodbury  v.  City  of  O'cosso.  (il  .Miciiigan,  23!);  Gulf,  ^-f.  R. 
Co.  V.  McGowan,  73  Texas,  355;  Colorado  Electric  L.  Co.  v.  Lubbers,  11  Colo- 
rado, 505;  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  255;  Lang  v.  Sanger,  76  Wisconsin,  71;  Hodges  v. 
Perciral,  132  Illinois.  53;  Aldrich  v.  Concord  ;V  M.  R.  Co.,  New  Hampshire 
[fo  appear];   (overruling  Martin  v.  Toicle.  59  ibid.  .■)]). 

That  such  evidence  is  admissible:  W<sl  Clnslir.  .Sv-.  /.'.  Co.  v.  }fcEhr>e.iW 
I'enii.  State,  ;'.l]  :  Lidernnvi  v.  I'enn.  II.  Co.,  165  iliid.  llS;  ,S7.  /^nuis,  iV'".  Liy. 
Co.  V.    Weaver,  o^)   Kansas,  412;  57   .Am.  Ke]-.  176;   Readnuui  v.  Conway,  126 
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Massachusetts,  :]74 ;  Kmisas  P.  Rij.  Co.  v.  Miller,  •_'  C'oloi-ado,  444.  But  the 
subsequeut  employment  of  a  iiiqht  watchuian  is  iiTclcvaiit :  Derk  v.  Northern 
C.  R.  Co.,  1(J4  Peuii.  State,  24;). 

Evidence  of  a  faihire  to  correct  the  defect  suljse(iuently  is  admitted  to 
show  negligence:  Cralilman  v.  C/iicaijo.  ^x-.  R.  Co.,  78  Iowa,  5(il;  .">  Lawyei's' 
Rep.  Annotated,  81;5. 

As  to  evidence  of  other  similar  t-rimes,  see  Criminal  Law,  ante,  vol.  8, 
p.  80. 

As  to  evidence  of  other  false  entries,  see  Funk  v.  Ebj,  45  Penn.  State,  444  ; 
Ran/an  v.  Blackwell.  2  Johnson  Ca.ses  (Xew  York),  19S.  As  to  similar  frauds 
shortly  before  :  State  v.  Habib,  18  Rhode  Island,  'h)S. 

Evidence  that  defendant  was  a  gambler  is  irrelevant  on  a  trial  for  larceny. 
Martin  v.  State,  104  Alabama,  71. 

Where  there  w'as  a  general  agreement  to  rob,  and  to  shoot  if  resisted, 
attempts  to  rob  others  within  a  few  hours  of  the  killing  charged  may  be 
proved.     State  v.  Lee,  91  Iowa.  49!). 

Evidence  of  former  burglaries  by  the  prisoner  on  the  .same  premises  is 
competent  on  an  indictment  for  burglary,  especially  in  connection  w'ith  his 
declaration  that  he  did  not  intend  to  work,  and  if  he  did  not  make  his  sup- 
port out  of  the  prosecuting  witness,  he  would  make  it  out  of  some  one  else ; 
State  v.  WeUlon,  o9  South  Carolina,  ol8;  24  Lawyei's'  Rep.  Annotated,  120. 

On  a  trial  for  murder  it  is  improper  to  show  that  on  an  occasion  three 
months  earlier  the  defendant  had  drawn  a  jiistol  and  interposed  in  a  quarrel 
between  two  w'omen.     People  v.  Larubia,  140  New  York,  87. 

The  test  of  relevancy  is  the  tendency  to  prove  the  issue:  Srhuchardt  v. 
Aliens,  1  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  359;  Tarns  v.  DuUitt,  35  Penn.  State,  308; 
Comsloek  v.  Smith,  20  ^lichigan,  338 ;  Belden  v.  Lamb,  17  Connecticut,  441  ; 
Tucker  v.  Peaslee,  3(5  Xew  IIaTn])shire,  107;  Willou(jlib)j  v.  Dewey,  .")4  Illinois, 
2()0;  Sanders  v.  Stokes,  30  Alabama,  432. 


Section  III.  —  Special  Circumstances  maJcing  Eridence 

Admissible. 

No.    13.  — WRKIHT  v.  DOE  d.  TATHAM. 
(ex.  cu.  1834.) 

RULE. 

The  evidence  given  upon  a  former  occasion  by  a  witness, 
since  deceased,  in  an  action  between  the  same  parties  or 
substantially  the  same  parties,  so  that  the  party  objecting 
had  the  opportunity  of  cross-examination,  may  be  produced 
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in  evidence  in  the  subsequent  action  for  the  same  purpose, 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  witness  himself  had  been 
alive  and  sworn  and  had  given  the  same  evidence. 

Wright  V.  Doe  d,  Tatham. 

1  Adolphu.s  &  Elli.-i,3-23. 

Evidence  in  former  action,  gicen  by  ivitiiess  since  deceased. 

[3]  A  bill  was  filed  iu  Chancery  agaiust  several  (leteudants,  whereupon  an 
issue  of  devisavit  vcl  non  was  ordered,  in  which  the  defendants  in  Chancery 
were  plaintifl's,  and  the  plaintiff  in  Chancery  defendant,  respecting  a  will  of  M., 
mentioned  in  the  proceedings,  devising  real  property,  'llie  issue  was  found  in 
the  afiirmative,  and  the  bill  dismissed.  At  the  trial  of  the  i.ssue,  one  of  the 
three  attesting  witnesses  to  the  will  swore  to  its  execution.  The  jdaintifi'iu 
Chancery  afterwards  brought  ejectment  on  his  own  demise,  as  heir  at  law  of  M., 
against  one  of  the  defendants,  who  claimed,  as  devisee  of  M.,  for  the  premises 
whicli  had  been  the  subject  of  the  issue.  After  the  action  of  ejectment  was 
commenced,  judgment  was  entered  up  on  the  issue  from  Chancery,  in  the  Court 
of  law  in  which  it  had  been  tried.  An  order  of  Court  vi-as  made  in  the  action  of 
ejectment,  that  the  short-hand  writer's  and  Judge's  notes  of  the  evidence  of  such 
Avituesses  on  the  trial  of  the  issue,  as  should  be  dead  before  the  trial  of  the  eject- 
ment, should  be  read  at  the  latter  trial. 

On  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  the  defendant  gave  evidence  of  these  several 
proceedings,  and  proved  the  former  testimony  of  the  above-mentioned  witness, 
who  was  dead,  from  the  short-hand  writer's  notes  ;  and  he  ])roduced  a  will, 
which  was  identifieil  with  that  proved  on  the  trial  of  the  issu(;  out  of  Chancery. 
TIr4d,  that  this  was  sufficient  proof  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  though  anotlier 
attesting  witness  was  present  at  the  trial  of  tlie  ejectment ;  ])Ut  tliat  without 
proof  of  the  evidence  of  the  deceased  witness,  sucli  proceedings  would  not  have 
been  proof  of  the  execution. 

The  defendant  iu  error  declared  in  ejectment  against  the 
])laintiff  in  error  in  the  Cotirt  of  King's  JJeneh.  At  the  trial 
before  Gurnev,  J>.,  at  the  Lancaster  S])i'ino-  Assi/es,  1(S;;:;,  the 
jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  ])laintiff  below,  and  the  counsel  for 
the  defendant  l)elo\v  tendered  a  hill  of  exceittions. 

I'.y  tlie  hill  of  exceptions  it  appeared,  that  the  idaintifi"  helow 
claimed    as    heir    at    law    of    John    Marsden    deceased,    who    was 

admitted  U)  have  died  seised,  leavino-  tlie  ])huiitirr  helow 
[*  4]    his    lieir  at  law  :    hut  Wright    claimed   *  under    a    will  of 

Marsden.  Tt  a])peared  further,  that  the  counsel  for  the 
defendant  below  were  allowed  to  state  and  prove  their  case 
first. 
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The  first  exception  stated,  that  at  tlie  trial  it  became  a  matter 
in  is.sue  between  the  parties,  whether  or  n(jt  Marsden  had  been, 
from  his  attainintj;  to  competent  age,  and  down  tt)  the  time  of 
executing  the  will,  a  person  of  sane  mind  and  memory,  and 
capable  of  making  a  will.  Sliortly  after  Marsden's  death,  tiiere 
were  found  among  his  papers  several  letters  appearing  to  be 
addressed  to  liim  by  ditlerent  individuals,  and  one  of  them  pur- 
porting to  be  an  answer  to  a  letter  received  by  the  writer  from 
Marsden.  The  hand-writing  of  these  letters  was  proved ;  and  it 
was  proved  that  all  the  writers,  except  one,  were  dead,  and  had 
been  in  habits  of  acquaintance,  more  or  less  intimate,  with 
Marsden.  These  letters  being  offered  at  the  trial  to  prove  the 
affirmative  of  the  above  issue,  and  being  objected  to  as  inadmis- 
sible, "  the  said  Baron  stated  his  opinion  to  be  that  the  said  letters 
respectively,  and  each  of  them,  were  and  was  not  by  law  admissible 
as  evidence,  and  refused  to  admit  the  same  respectively  as  such. 
Whereupon  the  counsel  for  tiie  said  defendant  made  his  several 
and  respective  exceptions  to  the  said  opinions  of  the  said  Baron." 

The  second  exception  stated,  that  at  the  trial  it  further  became 
a  matter  in  issue  between  the  parties,  whether  or  not  Marsden 
devised  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  so  as  to  bar 
the  title  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  below.  The  counsel  for  the 
defendant  below  proved  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  had  filed  a 
bill  in  Chancery  against  the  defendant  below  and  three  other 
persons,  in  respect  of  the  said  premises,  praying  that  a  will 
therein  mentioned,  relating  to  the  same  premises,  *  purport-  [*  5] 
ing  to  be  a  will  of  John  Marsden,  might  be  set  aside.  It 
was  proved,  that  the  defendants  in  Chancery  having,  in  their 
answer,  set  forth  the  last-mentioned  will,  the  ]\raster  of  the  Bolls 
thereupon  ordered  an  issue  of  dcvisavit  rel  non,  in  which  the 
defendants  in  Chancery  (including  the  defendant  below)  sliould 
be  plaintiffs,  and  the  plaintiff  in  Chancery  (the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff below)  sliould  be  defendant.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant 
below  produced  the  nisi  prins  record  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
of  the  trial  of  the  issue,  with  the  postea  indorsed,  whereby  it 
appeared  that  the  jury  found  that  Marsden  did  devise,  Sec,  in  the 
words  of  the  issue.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  below  further 
proved,  that  the  will  which  had  been  in  question  on  the  trial  of 
the  issue  was  a  will  which  he  then  tendered  in  evidence,  and  that 
one  Giles  Bleasdale,  a  subscribing  witness  to  it,  had  sworn  to  the 
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execution  of  it  at  the  trial  of  the  issue,  and  had  since  died.  It 
appeared,  on  cross-examination  of  one  of  the  witnesses  produced 
by  the  defendant  below,  that  Proctor,  another  subscribing  witness 
to  the  will,  was  still  alive,  and  was  then  present  in  Court  under 
a  subpoena,  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  belov\\  The 
counsel  fur  the  defendant  below  further  proved,  that  the  Master 
of  the  ItoUs  by  a  decree,  reciting,  among  other  things,  the  trial 
of  tlie  issue,  dismissed  the  bill  in  Chancery ;  and  they  also  pro- 
duced an  examined  copy  of  a  judgment  entered  up  in  that  issue 
in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  signed  after  the  commence- 
[*  6]  ment  of  this  action  of  ejectment.  They  then  proved  *  a  rule 
of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  made  in  the  present  cause, 
ordering  that  the  Judge's  notes,  and  the  short-hand  writer's  notes, 
of  the  evidence,  given  at  the  trial  of  the  issue,  of  witnesses  who 
should  since  l)e  dead,  should  be  read  at  the  trial  of  this  ejectment. 
Bleasdale's  evidence  at  the  trial  of  the  ejectment,  was  accordingly 
read  from  the  notes  of  the  short-hand  writer.  The  counsel  for  the 
defendant  below  then  tendered  the  will  in  evidence  ;  but  it  was 
objected  that  this  could  not  be  read  until  the  execution  had  been 
proved  by  the  attesting  witness  then  present  in  Court.  "And  the 
said  Baron  thereupon  stated  his  o})inion  to  be,  that  the  said  will 
could  not  be  read  in  evidence,  and  refused  to  admit  the  same, 
unless  the  said  li\'ing  attesting  witness  was  called  by  the  said 
defendant  to  prove  the  execution  thereof.  Whereupon  the  counsel 
for  the  said  defendant  made  his  exceptions  to  the  said  opinion  of 
the  said  Baron,  that  the  said  will  could  not  be  read  in  evidence, 
unless  the  surviving  witness  was  called." 

The  third  exception  was  as  follows :—"  And  thereupon  the 
said  Baron  stated  his  opinion  to  be,  that  the  evidence,  so  as  afore- 
said given  bv  the  said  defendant,  did  nut  sustain  the  alhrmativo 
of  the  said  matter  in  controversy  and  at  issue  as  last  aforesaid,  as 
to  the  said  will  as  aforesaid,  and  directed  the  said  jury  to  find  a 
verdict  for  the  ])laintitr.  Wh(M-('U])on  the  said  counsel  fur  the 
said  defendant  made  his  exception  thereto." 

The  exceptions  concluded  with  thc^  pi-ayiu'  of  the  counsel 
[*  7]    foi-  the  defendant  l)elow,  "  that  the  said  Baron  *  would  set 
his  liand  and  seal  to  this  l)ill  of  exceptions,  containing  the 
several  matters  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the  form,"  &c. 

The  jury  found  for  tlie  plaintilT.  Judgment  having  been  entered 
in  tlu!  (Jourt  below  for  the   ])laintirr,  the   defendant  brought   his 
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writ  of  error.     The  as.signment  of  errors  specified  the  three  points 
raised  respectively  by  the  tlirec  exceptions  as  above  mentioned. 

The  case  was  a  railed  in  Hilary  term  1834  (January  18),  before 
TixDAL  C.  J.,  Vmik  J.,  Gaskli:e  J.,  Bosanquet  J.,  Baylev  1>., 
Vaughan  B.,  and  Gukney  B. 

F.  Pollock  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  As  to  the  first  exception, 
the  letters  are  evidence  as  written  declarations  made  to  the 
testator,  showing  how  he  was  treated  by  the  persons  wiio  cor- 
responded with  him.  They  are  admissible,  just  as  evidence  of  a 
conversation  held  with  him  would  be.  [Bayley  B.  Could  you 
make  part  of  that  conversation  evidence,  without  including  the 
answer  of  the  party  with  whom  it  was  held  ?]  If  such  party  were 
shown  to  have  made  no  answer,  that  would  be  matter  of  remark  ; 
but  it  would  l>e  no  more.  Suppose  the  letters  contained  dis.- 
cussions,  involving  difficult  questions  in  science  or  in  art,  and  were 
addressed  to  Marsden  by  persons  eminent  in  those  departments  : 
the  fact  of  their  l)eing  so  addressed  would  be,  by  itself,  evidence 
directly  affecting  tlie  matter  in  controversy.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  that  letters  of  a  different  import,  *  found  as  these  [*  8] 
were,  would  have  bi?en  evidence  to  prove  tlie  non-sanity  of 
Marsden.  In  a  case  of  Buflin  v.  JJifrri/,  lieard  on  the  16th  of 
January  in  this  year  in  one  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  a  memo- 
rial written  by  an  illiterate  person  for  the  deceased,  and  adopted 
by  him,  and  renuiining  amongst  his  papers  after  his  decease,  was 
allowed  as  evidence  to  show  his  incapacity.  In  Whrclcr  and 
Batsfurd  v.  Alderson,  3  Hag.  Ecc.  lie]).  G09,  a  question  arose 
as  to  the  ca|iacity  of  a  person  who  died  in  1S30,  a  widow,  leaving 
a  will  dated  in  182i\  Sir  John  Nigholl,  in  his  judgment,  which 
was  in  favour  of  tlie  will,  referred  to  a  letter  written  by  the  de- 
ceased person's  husl)and  in  1802,  as  l)earing  every  mark  of  being 
addressed  to  a  wife  who  conducted  herself  with  propriety,  and 
treated  this  letter  as  evidence  confirming  other  proofs  of  the 
deceased's  capacity.  The  same  point  arose  in  Waters;  v.  Howlett,  3 
Hag.  Ecc.  Rep.  790.  The  printed  repdrt  of  that  case  refers  entirely 
to  another  point :  but  the  manuscript  notes  of  the  rejiorter  contain 
the  following  statement.  A  letter  written  by  a  brotiier  of  the  half 
blood  to  the  deceased,  from  France,  was  offered  in  evidence  to  show 
the  way  in  which  the  deceased  was  treated  by  his  friends  and 
relations,  and  that  the  writer  did  not  consider  the  deceased  insane 
or  incompetent.     There  was  no  reply,  ni)r  did  the  letter  refer  to 
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any  communication  received  from  tlie  deceased,  but  it  was  a  letter 
of  condolence  on  the  death  of  his  wife,  and  requesting  a  reconcilia- 
tion between  him  and  the  writer.  This  evidence  was  objected  to^ 
but  admitted  after  argument. 

As  to  the  second  exception.  The  bill  of  exceptions  identifies 
the  property  now  in  (|^uestion  with  that  which  was  the  subject  of 
the  proceedings  in  Chancery  :  the  tirst  question  tlien  is,  whether  a 

verdict  on  a  specific  issue  between  the  same  parties,  coupled 
[*  9]  with  the  *  adoption  of  such  verdict  by  the  ]\Iaster  of  thi-: 

EoLLS  as  the  foundation  of  his  decree,  be  not  at  least  j^rimd 
facie  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  fact  found,  as  between  the  same 
parties  contesting  the  same  fact,  so  as  to  make  farther  evidence 
unnecessary.  For  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment,  and  the 
tenant  in  possession,  are  the  substantial  parties  to  an  action 
of  ejectment :  Aslin  v.  Parkin,  2  Burr.  665.  It  is  true,  that  the 
defendant  in  this  action  of  ejectment  was  joined  with  others  in  the 
former  proceedings  ;  but  that  does  not  destroy  tlie  admissibility 
of  tlie  records  as  evidence,  whatever  might  liave  been  its  effect, 
if  it  had  been  sought  to  use  them  by  way  of  estoppel :  Kinnersleij 
V.  Orpc,  2  Pong.  517.  There  a  record  was  held  admissible  as 
evidence  in  an  action  by  the  same  plaintiff  against  another 
defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendants,  in  the  two  causes, 
claimed  to  act  under  the  same  authority,  the  sufficiency  of  the 
authority  being  the  question  in  dispute.  A  similar  principle  pre- 
vailed in  StrvU  v.  Bomn</don  and  Others,  5  Esp.  56  (8  E.  E.  834), 
where  Lord  P'llexborough  said  that,  although  the  record  produced 
was  not  an  estoppel,  he  should  think  himself  bound  to  tell  the 
jury  to  consider  it  as  conclusive  of  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Tn 
HitcMn  V.  CamphcU,  2  AV.  Bl.  779,  827  (see  1  Stark.  Ev.  219; 
Com.  Dig.  Evidence,  A.  5),  the  former  record  was  admitted,  though 
the  form  of  action  was  different.  Then,  if  the  former  records  be 
admissiV)le  evidence,  they  constitute  at  least  primd  facie  evidence 
of  the  fact  found  by  the  verdict:  Bac.  Abr.  Evidence,  F.  Vol.  iii, 
p.  255.  In  Ontram  v.  Morcwood,  3  East,  346  (7  \\.  W.  473),  the 
question  arose  upon  the  record  being  replied  as  an  estoppel, 
and  the  replication  was  ludd  good.  If  not  pleaded. 
[*  10]  it  cannot  be  less  than  *  priniCi  /Wr/r  evidence  :  Vooght  v. 
mnrh,  2  P..  Sc.  Aid.  662  (21  R.  E.  446),  ir<i„rnrl'  v.  Welsh 
and,  Another,  1  Stark.  347.  "With  res])"ft  lo  any  objection  arisinj^ 
from    the    inoccediiigs    having  originated    in    equity,     Wliately   v. 
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Mciiheim  and  Lertj,  2  Esp.  608,  shows  that  they  arc  not  on  that 
iiccount  inadmissible.  The  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  takes 
tlie  [dace  of  a  judgment  at  law.  Montijomrrlc  v.  Clarice,  Bui.  X.  P. 
'I'rA.  If  it  be  said  that  there  is  a  technical  and  absolute  rule  that  a 
will  of  lands  must  be  produced,  attested  according  to  the  requisites 
of  the  statute,  the  answer  is,  that  the  rule  does  not  go  that  length. 
[IJayley  B.  The  attesting  witness  must  have  been  called  on 
the  former  occasion.]  xVt  any  rate,  some  satisfactory  proof  must 
liave  been  given.  In  Barnrtt  v.  Lijncli,  5  B.  &  C.  589,  the 
testimony  of  the  subscribing  witness  to  a  lease  was  dispensed 
Avith.  [Bayley  B.  It  had  been  thought  that,  where  a  party 
proilueing  a  deed  upon  notice  took  an  interest,  under  it,  the 
■<)l)posite  party  might,  in  all  cases,  treat  it  as  proved  to  be  executed. 
"J'hat  rule  was  considered  a  hard  one,  and  has  been  qualified  since. 
The  language  of  the  Chief  Justice  in  Burnett  v.  Lynch  shows 
that  that  case  was  an  exception  from  the  general  rule.]  In 
Scott  v.  Waithman,  3  Stark.  168,  the  testimony  of  the  subscribing 
witness  to  a  bond  was  dispensed  with  in  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  on  that  bond,  the  defendant  havmg  produced  it.  So  the 
acknowledgment  of  the  bargainee  was  held  to  be  proof  of  a 
bargain  and  sale  which  was  enrolled,  without  proof  of  the  seal- 
ing and  delivery,  Sniartle  d.  Neivport  v.  WiUiams,  1  Salk. 
280.  No  admission  by  a  *  party,  though  made  on  record,  [*  11] 
can  be  stronger  evidence  than  the  verdict  of  a  jury  adopted 
by  the  Court  which  has  directed  the  issue.  Therefore,  it  was  not 
necessary  to  produce  the  will  at  all ;  but,  if  it  was  necessary,  then 
it  was  sufficient  to  produce,  as  has  been  done,  the  previous 
records,  and  to  identify  the  will  which  actually  was  produced  as 
the  subject-matter  of  those  records  :  and  the  bill  of  exception  shows 
that  this  identification  has  been  made.  The  second  question 
raised  upon  the  second  exception  is,  whether,  if  it  be  necessary 
that  the  subscribing  witness  should  be  called,  that  rule  has  not 
\i&<s,\\  complied  with  by  the  evidence  given,  under  the  order  of 
Oourt,  of  Bleasdale's  testimony  on  the  former  occasion.  In  Rer. 
V.  JoUiffe,  4  T.  E.  290  (2  E.^  E.  383),  Lord  Kknyon  said,  that 
evidence  which  a  witness  gave  on  a  former  trial  might  be  used  on  a 
subsequent  one,  if  he  had  died  in  the  interim.  The  same  point  was 
ruled  in  Strutt  v.  JJovinf/don.  and  Others,  5  Esp.  56  (8  E.  E.  834  ; 
Jfaj/or  of  Doneastcr  v.  Dkji,  3  Taunt.  262,  (12  E.  E.  650)  ;  Piilr  v. 
Crouch,  1   Ld.   Eaym.  730   (5th  resolution).     Nor  is  it  material 
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that  another  witness  to  the  will  was  alive ;  for,  in  the  cases  cited, 
the  evidence  would  not  have  been  rejected  upon  proof  that  other 
witnesses  were  alive,  capable  of  proving  the  fact  in  question. 

Sir  James  Scarlett  for  the  defendant  in  error.  As  to  the  first 
exception,  the  question  respecting  the  admissibility  of  the  letters 
is  rendered  immaterial  by  the  second  exception.  But  the  rejection 
of  the  letters  was  correct.  Evidence  was  admitted  to  show  their 
character;  and  then  the  question  arose,  whether  their  content? 
could  be  read.  Now  the  contents  could  be  produced  only  as,  first, 
a  statement  of  facts,  or  secondly,  a  statement  of  the 
[*12]  *  opinions  of  the  writers:  in  neither  character  were  they 
admissible.  To  receive  the  opinion  of  a  deceased  person, 
as  to  the  sanity  of  another,  would  be  to  admit  evidence  without  an 
oath.  The  argument  on  the  other  side  proceeds  upon  an  assump- 
tion that  the  criterion  of  the  admissibility  of  such  evidence  is  the 
effect  which  it  would  produce  if  received ;  whereas  objectionable 
evidence  is  rejected,  precisely  because  it  is  capable  of  producing 
an  effect,  if  received :  the  question  is,  whether  the  law  will  allow 
the  effect  to  be  produced  by  such  evidence.  If  a  jury  might  be 
told  that  many  living  men  of  science  had  expressed  an  opinion  in 
favour  of  Marsden's  sanity,  it  would  probably  produce  an  effect  on 
them ;  but  it  would  not  be  receivable  evidence.  The  evidence  in 
Butlin  V.  Barrij  (see  p.  251,  ante)  was  admissible  on  the  ground 
that  the  adoption  of  the  memorial  was  an  act  of  the  deceased  per- 
son. Tlie  report  of  Wlicdcr  and  Bati<ford  v.  Aldcrson,  3  Hag. 
Ecc.  Eep.  609,  does  not  show  in  what  way  the  letter  there  re- 
ferred to  was  found.  As  to  the  case  of  Waters  v.  Howldt,  3  Hag. 
Ecc.  Eep.  790,  it  is  a  decision  contrary  to  the  principles  of  the 
Common  Law  Courts,  and  probably  depended  upon  some  rule 
connected  witli  the  peculiar  process  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts 
respecting  evidence. 

As  to  the  second  exception,  and  the  first  question  raised  by  it; 
the  general  rule  is,  that  when  an  attesting  witness  to  a  document 
is  alive  he  must  be  called.  The  statute  of  frauds  having  pre- 
scribed peculiar  solemnities  for  the  devising  of  lands,  the  Court 
will  be  less  willing  to  admit  an  exception  in  this  case  than  in  any 
oth(;r.  Tlie  strictness  of  the  rule  is  relaxed  in  the  case  of  a  will, 
under  circumstances  only  of  extreme  necessity :  Hands  v.  James.. 
2  (vomyns's  Rep.  531,  is  an  instance.  Here  the  existence 
[*13]     of  a  *  living  witness  does  away  with  the  necessity.     The 
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records  of  the  previous  proceedings  are  not  evidence  to  prove 
the  will.  In  the  first  place,  the '  bill  is  not  evidence,  even 
against  the  party  filing  it,  except  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the 
prayer  and  explaining  the  decree.  The  answer  cannot  be  read 
here,  except  as  connected  with  the  decree ;  for  it  is  the  evidence  of 
the  party  who  now  seeks  to  use  it:  it  cannot  be  used  to  prove  the 
facts  asserted  in  it.  The  decree  was  for  the  dismissal  of  the  bill ; 
that  can  have  no  greater  effect  tlian  a  nonsuit  at  common  law. 
Besides,  a  bill  may  be  dismissed  on  the  facts  stated  in  tiie  defend- 
ant's answer.  This  is  not  a  decree  binding  the  parties ;  if  it  had 
been  so,  its  effect  might  have  been  different.  With  respect  to  the 
feigned  issue,  it  is  true  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  sliows  that  a 
judgment  on  the  verdict  was  signed  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
after  the  present  action  of  ejectment  was  brought.  Such  a  judg- 
ment, if  pleaded,  must  be  pleaded  puis  darrein  coiUinnancc.  It  is, 
however,  not  usual  to  sign  judgments  on  feigned  issues.  The 
issues  are  tried  under  the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
do  not  bind  that  Court.  Admitting  that,  for  the  purpose  of  using 
these  proceedings  in  evidence,  it  was  competent  to  show  that  the 
subject-matter  of  them  related  to  the  will,  that  would  carry  the 
proof  of  tlie  will  no  further  in  the  present  action.  If  a  landlord 
brought  covenant  against  his  tenant  for  non-repair,  and  the  lease 
were  read  at  the  trial,  and  a  verdict  were  recovered,  and  after- 
wards the  landlord  brought  a  second  action  against  liis  tenant  for 
arrears  of  rent,  the  former  record  would  have  been  between  the 
same  parties,  yet  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  permitted  to  put  it  in 
and  connect  it  witli  the  lease,  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
the  execution  of  *  the  lease.  Even  the  answer  in  equity  [*  14] 
of  the  obligor  of  a  bond,  admitting  its  execution,  is 
merely  secondary  evidence  of  the  execution.  Call  v.  Dunning,  4 
East,  53,  and  no  foundation  has  been  laid  here  for  the  admission 
of  secondary  evidence.  Secondly,  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evi- 
dence of  Bleasdale's  former  testimony.  The  best  evidence  of  the 
execution  of  the  will  must  be  given.  Bleasdale's  former  evidence 
is  not  the  best,  another  witness  being  alive.  It  cannot  supersede 
the  necessity  of  giving  the  best  evidence,  although  it  may  be  ad- 
duced in  confirmation.  [Bayley  B.  The  question  is,  whether 
this  production  of  Bleasdale's  evidence  has  not  the  same  effect  as 
if  the  evidence  had  been  given  by  him  in  the  witness  box  on  the 
present  trial.]     The  Judge  and  jury  ought  to  have  the  same  means 
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of  examining  his  evidence  as  were  afforded  on  the  first  trial.  As 
for  the  order  of  Court,  that  cannot  make  his  former  testimony  evi- 
dence in  this  case,  more  than  it  would  have  done  if  that  testimony 
liad  not  been  given  before  a  jury.  Now  had  it  been  given,  for 
instance,  by  way  of  deposition  in  an  equity  suit,  it  would  have 
been  no  proof  of  the  execution  of  a  will.  And  the  contents  of  the 
will  are  not  proved  at  all,  unless  Bleasdale's  evidence  be  admitted 
to  connect  it  with  the  record  of  the  former  issue. 

F.  Pollock  in  reply.  The  letters  are  not  offered  as  showing 
either  facts  or  opinions  by  their  contents,  but  as  constituting  in 
themselves  a  fact,  namely,  the  treatment  of  Marsden  by  the 
writers.  No  argument  can  be  drawn  from  the  nature  of  the  sec- 
ond exception,  against  the  validity  of  the  first.  If  the  letters  were 
improperly  rejected,  there  is  error  on  the  record,  whatever 
[*15]  *  may  be  decided  on  the  second  exception.  Had  the  de- 
fendant closed  his  case  at  that  rejection,  he  would  never 
have  been  called  upon  to  prove  the  will.  In  Lucas  v.  Nod'ells, 
(reported,  but  not  on  this  point,  10  Bing.  157),  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  Lord  Tenterden  would  not  allow  counsel  to  use  a  matter 
appearing  on  a  bill  of  exceptions,  not  being  distinctly  excepted  to, 
for  the  purpose  of  reversing  the  judgment,  saying,  that  the  Court 
of  Error  had  jurisdiction,  on  a  bill  of  exceptions,  only  to  decide  on 
the  matter  excepted  to.  On  the  same  principle,  nothing  which 
appears  here  from  the  second  exception  only  can  be  made  use  of 
in  the  discussion  of  the  former.  The  case  suggested,  of  successive 
actions  for  non-repair  and  for  rent  in  arrear,  on  the  same  lease,  is 
not  analogous ;  for,  in  the  present  case,  there  was  a  specific  issue 
on  the  first  record  of  dcvisavit  vcl  non,  which  is  now  coupled  with 
evidence  of  the  subject-matter  being  the  same.  As  to  the  alleged 
insufficiency  of  the  several  parts  of  the  proceedings  in  equity  taken 
singly,  they  are  used  as  introductory  only  to  the  issue  and  verdict, 
and  the  decree  which  adopts  this  last.  The  answer  is  offered,  not 
to  prove  the  facts  alleged  in  it,  but  to  exi)lniii  the  subject-matter 
of  the  issue,  dcvisavit  vcl  non.  Besides,  tlio  dismissal  of  the  bill 
did  not  take  place  u]ion  the  allegations  of  the  answer,  as  suggested, 
but  upon  the  trial  of  a  material  traverse.  It  is  an  adoption  of  the 
verdict  by  the  Court.  If  a  formal  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  be  necessary,  that  has  l)cen  entered  up  here.  With  respect 
to  the  objections  to  Bleasdale's  evidence,  there  is  no  authority 
for   saying  that    tlie    testimony    of   a    dead  witness,  provided    it 
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can  be  given  at  all,  is  not  evidence,  *even  as  to  the  execu-    [*  16] 
tion  of  a  will,  of  as  liigh  a  nature  as  that  of  a  living  one, 
The  statute  of  frauds  does  not  specify  how  the  attestation,  which 
it  requires,  is  to  be  proved.     The  argument  on  this  point  would  go 
the  length  of  showing  that  all  the  three  witnesses  must  be  called. 

Chir.  adv.  vult. 

TiNDAL,  C.  J.  delivered  judgment  in  the  same  term.  Upon 
the  argument  of  this  writ  of  error,  the  two  exceptions  which  were 
taken  by  the  defendant  below  to  the  direction  of  the  learned 
Judge  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  which  are  specially  assigned 
as  errors  upon  this  record,  have  been  fully  discus.sed  before  us. 
The  first  exception  is  taken  upon  the  refusal  by  the  learned  Judge 
to  admit  in  evidence  certain  letters  which  were  offered  by  the 
defendant.  These  letters  were  proved  to  have  been  written  by 
different  persons  well  acquainted  with  the  late  John  Marsden  at 
different  periods  of  his  life,  to  have  been  addressed  to  him  in  his 
lifetime,  and  to  have  been  found  amongst  his  papers  shortly  after 
his  death,  the  writers  of  such  letters  being  dead  at  the  time  of 
the  trial.  Upon  this  exception  there  exists  a  difference  of  opinion 
in  the  Court,  on  the  point  whether  such  letters  were  admissible  in 
evidence  or  not.  But,  as  all  the  Judges  agree  that  the  second 
exception  ought  to  be  allowed,  and  as  the  consequence  of  such 
allowance  is  that  a  venire  de  novo  must  be  awarded,  it  becomes 
unnecessary,  on  the  present  occasion,  to  enter  into  any  di.scussion 
of  the  particular  views  taken  by  the  Judges  as  to  the  first 
exception. 

The  second  exception  was  taken  to  the  opinion  delivered  by  the 
learned  Judge  at  the  trial,  as  to  the  admissibility  in  evi- 
dence of  the  will  and  codicil  of  the  *  said  John  Marsden.  [*17] 
It  was  ruled  by  him,  that  the  will  and  codicil  could  not  be 
read  in  evidence  until  the  surviving  attesting  witness  to  such 
will  and  codicil,  who  was  proved  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court,  was  called  and  examined  as  to  the  execution  of  the 
will ;  and  that  the  necessity  of  calling  such  surviving  witness 
was  not  dispensed  with  by  the  producing  and  reading  in  evidence 
the  examination  and  cross-examination  of  another  of  the  attesting 
witnesses  to  the  will  and  codicil,  since  deceased,  taken  upon  a 
former  trial  at  law,  upon  an  issue  between  the  same  parties,  an.d 
upon    the   same    question   now  in  controversy.       And  upon  this 
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point,  we  are  all  of  opinion,  that  the  will  and  codicil,  after  the  pro- 
duction of  the  evidence  above  stated,  were  admissible,  and  ought 
to  have  bgen  received  in  evidence  without  further  proof ;  and, 
consequently,  that  the  second  exception  must  be  allowed. 

In  order  to  explain  the  reasons  u})on  which  our  opinion  is 
formed  upon  this  second  point,  it  will  be  proper  to  consider,  in 
the  first  place,  the  ground  upon  which  we  hold  the  examination 
and  cross-examination  of  the  attesting  witness  to  the  will,  to  be 
admissible  in  evidence  after  the  death  of  such  witness,  for  any 
purpose  as  between  the  parties  to  the  present  suit ;  and,  secondly, 
the  degree  and  character  of  such  evidence,  and  the  effect  and 
weight  to  which  it  is  entitled,  when  once  admitted,  with  reference 
to  the  subject-matter  in  dispute. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  indeed,  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  it  was  strongly  pressed  upon  us,  that  the  proceedings 
in  the  Courts  of  equity  and  law,  which  are  set  forth  in  the  bill 
of  exceptions,  formed  such  a  |?7'm(7  facie  case  in  favour  of  the 
will  as,  if  not  to  disi)ense  with  the  necessity  of  giving  any 
[*  18]  *  further  evidence  whatever  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
below,  at  all  events  to  let  in  the  reading  of  the  will.  Upon 
this  point  it  will  be  sufficient  to  say,  that  we  are  all  agreed  that 
such  proceedings  had  no  such  effect.  For,  unless  they  could  be 
held  to  go  the  length  of  creating  an  estoppel  against  the  plaintiff 
below,  we  see  no  ground  for  holding  them  to  constitute  a  prima 
facie  case  in  his  favour.  And  that  they  could  not  constitute  an 
estoppel  appears  sufficiently  clear  from  the  nature  of  the  proceed- 
ings themselves,  as  set  out  on  the  record. 

As  to  the  second  ground  of  exception,  the  facts  are,  that  Mr. 
Tatlinm,  tlie  lessor  of  the  yilaintilf  in  this  action,  filed  his  bill  in 
chancery  against  Mr.  Wright,  the  defendant  in  tlie  present  action, 
and  three  other  y)ersons.  And,  upon  the  answers  of  tlie  defendants 
coming  in,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  directed  an  issue  at  law 
upon  the  (juestion,  whether  the  said  flohn  Marsden  did  devise 
his  estates  or  not  by  the  very  identical  will  which  is  now  in 
dispute. 

It  was  fuither  proved,  that  a  trial  of  such  issue,  in  which  Mr. 
Wright  and  the  other  defendants  in  the  chancery  suit  were  the 
plaintiffs,  and  Mr.  Tatham  was  the  defendant,  afterwards  took 
place ;  and  that,  on  the  trial  of  that  issue,  Mr.  (iiles  Bleasdale, 
one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the  v/ill,  was  called  and  examined 
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on  the  part  of  Mr.  Wright,  and  was  cross-examined  on  the  part 
of  Mr.  Tatham.  Now,  if  the  former  trial  had  taken  place  in  a 
suit  hetween  Mr.  Wright  and  Mr.  Tatham,  and  those  persons  alone, 
no  doubt  could  have  been  raised  that,  after  the  death  of  this 
witness,  the  evidence  which  lie  gave  upon  the  former  trial  would 
have  been  admissilde  upon  the  second.  For,  in  that  case,  it 
would  have  been  evidence  given  in  a  suit  between  the 
*  very  same  parties,  upon  the  same  subject-matter,  at  a  [*  19] 
trial  on  which  Mr.  Tatham  had  the  right  to  object  to  the 
competency  of  the  witness,  to  cross-examine  him  at  the  trial,  and 
to  contradict  him  by  other  testimony.  Upon  such  a  state  of  facts, 
therefore,  it  is  unnecessary  to  cite  cases  to  the  point,  that  the 
evidence  of  this  witness,  given  on  the  former  occasion,  would, 
after  his  death,  be  admissible  at  the  second  trial. 

But  the  only  distinction  between  the  case  above  supposed  and 
the  present  is,  that  Mr.  Wright  was  not  the  only  party,  but  was 
joined  with  other  plaintiffs  in  the  former  action  ;  and  that  Mr. 
Tatham,  instead  of  being  the  plaintiff  in  tlie  present  action,  is 
only  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 

But  we  think  neither  of  these  circumstances  will  make  any 
difference  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  in  question.  For 
the  result  of  tlie  authorities  is,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is 
the  real  party  in  an  ejectment,  that  the  nominal  plaintiff  has  no 
interest,  and  that,  in  an  ejectment  between  Doe  on  the  demise  of 
J.  S.  against  B.,  J.  S.  is  bound  by  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
Neither  can  there  be  any  real  difference  from  the  circumstance 
that,  in  the  former  action,  the  present  defendant,  Mr.  Wright,  was 
joined  with  other  persons  as  plaintiffs ;  for  Mr.  Tatham,  the  lessor 
of  the  plahitiff  in  this  action,  had  precisely  the  same  power  of 
objecting  to  the  competency  of  Bleasdale,  the  same  right  of  cross- 
examination  and  of  calling  witnesses  to  discredit  or  contradict  his 
testimony,  on  the  former  trial,  as  he  would  have  had  if  Mr. 
Wright  had  been  the  sole  plaintiff  in  that  suit,  or  as  he  would 
have  had  now  if  Bleasdale  had  been  alive  and  subpoenaed  as  a  wit- 
ness. It  is  manifest,  therefore,  that  the  verdict  on  the 
former  *  trial,  and  the  examination  of  witnesses  on  each  [*  20] 
side,  did  not  take  place  in  a  suit  between  third  parties,  or 
strangers,  but  virtually  and  substantially  between  the  very  same 
parties  who  are  parties  to  the  present  suit,  and  upon  the  very 
same  subject-matter  of  dispute.     Nor  can  there,  as  it  appears  to 
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US,  be  any  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  tins  evidence,  on  the 
ground  of  the  plaintiff  in  equity  having  thought  proper,  since  the 
trial,  to  dismiss  his  own  bill.  For,  whether  the  liill  is  dismissed 
or  not,  the  evidence  was  given  in  the  course  of  the  trial  of  an 
action  in  a  Court  of  common  law  under  the  obligation  of  an  oath. 
The  witnesses  upon  that  trial  are  equally  liable  to  the  penalties 
of  perjury  if  they  have  wilfully  forsworn  themselves,  whether  the 
bill  in  equity  is  dismissed  or  not ;  and  the  evidence  given  at  the 
trial  cannot  be  affected  in  its  weight  or  character  by  the  voluntary 
act  of  the  plaintiff  in  equity  dismissing  his  own  bill :  the  effect  of 
which,  as  to  the  consequences  above  adverted  to,  can  be  no  other 
or  different  than  if  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  at  law,  had  elected 
to  be  nonsuited  rather  than  have  a  verdict  against  him. 

But  upon  another,  and  that  a  perfectly  distinct  ground  from  the 
former,  we  think  the  examination  of  Bleasdale  was  admissible  in 
evidence  on  the  present  trial.  For  a  rule  of  Court  was  made  by 
consent  in  the  present  cause,  which  contains  an  express  agreement 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  in  this  cause,  that  the 
short-hand  writer's  notes,  and  the  Judge's  notes,  of  the  evidence 
on  the  former  trial,  should  be  read  in  evidence  on  this,  as  to  such 
witnesses  who  should  be  dead  or  beyond  sea.  After  this  agree- 
ment between  the  parties,  we  think  it  was  not  open  to  the 
[*  21]  *  plaintiff  to  dispute  that  the  evidence  given  by  Mr.  Bleas- 
dale on  the  former  trial  should  be  read  in  evidence  on  the 
present,  his  death  having  been  first  proved. 

If,  therefore,  such  evidence  be,  as  w^e  think  it  is,  producible,  the 
only  question  that  remains  is,  what  is  the  character  and  degree 
of  that  evidence,  and  for  wdiat  purpose  it  can  be  produced  ;  and  it 
seems  to  us,  that  such  evidence  is  direct  and  immediate  evidence 
in  the  cause,  and  is  producible  in  evidence  in  the  cause  for  the 
same  purpose  aiul  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  witness  himself 
had  been  alive  and  sworn,  and  had  given  the  same  evidence  in  the 
witness-box  in  the  present  cause. 

For  unless  the  evidence  is  carried  to  this  extent,  it  is  impossible 
to  define  any  line  or  limit  to  whicli  it  shall  be  held  to  extend. 

It  is  objected  on  the  ])art  of  the  plaintiff  below,  iirst,  that  the 
admitting  of  this  evidence  is  in  contravention  of  tlie  rule  of  law, 
by  which  the  best  evidence  is  required  to  be  given  in  every  case; 
for  it  is  contended  that  tlie  vird  voce  evidence  of  Proctor,  the 
surviving  witness,  is  ])etter  evidence  than  the  examination  of 
Bleasdale,  who  is  dead. 
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But  we  tliiiik  tliis  argument  a.ssuuies  the  very  point  in  di.spute. 
If  the  evidence  which  had  been  offered  of  the  execution  of  the 
will,  had  consisted  simply  in  proving  the  hand-writing  of  Bleas- 
dale,  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses,  which  would  have  been  the 
legitimate  n)ode  of  jiroving  the  attestation  by  him,  after  his  death, 
it  might  indeed  have  been  objected  with  some  ground  of  reason, 
that  such  evidence  could  not  be  the  best,  whilst  another  of  the 
attesting  witnesses  was  still  alive,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court.  For,  in  that  case,  the  proof  of  the  hand-writing 
only  would  *have  done  no  more  than  raise  the  presumption,  [*  22] 
that  he  witnessed  all  that  the  law  requires  for  the  due  exe- 
cution of  a  will :  whereas  the  surviving  witness  would  have  been 
able  to  give  direct  proof,  whether  all  the  requisites  of  the  statute 
had  been  observed  or  not.  Such  direct  testimony,  therefore,  might 
fairly  be  considered  as  evidence  of  a  better  and  higher  nature  than 
mere  presumption  arising  from  the  proof  of  the  witness's  hand- 
writing. '■  Stabitur  pnesumptioni,  donee  probetur  in  contrarium." 
The  effect,  however,  of  Bleasdale's  examination  is  not  merely  to 
raise  a  presumption  ;  it  is  evidence  as  direct  to  the  point  in  issue, 
and  as  precise  in  its  nature  and  quality,  as  that  of  Proctor  when 
called  in  person  :  it  is  direct  evidence  of  the  complete  execution 
of  the  will,  by  the  statement  upon  oath  of  the  observance  of  every 
requisite  made  necessary  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  If  Proctor  had 
been  examined  in  the  present  action  by  the  plaintiff  lielow,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  but  the  examination  of  Bleasdale  on  the  last  trial 
might  have  been  ])nt  in,  to  contradict  him.  But  on  what  principle 
rould  such  contradiction  have  been  admissible,  unless  the  evidence 
obtained  by  means  of  the  examination  was  of  as  high  a  character 
and  degree  as  that  of  the  viva  voce  examination  of  the  surviving 
witness  ?  If  the  parol  examination  of  Proctor  was  the  better 
evidence,  as  contended  for,  how  could  it  be  opposed  by  the  inferior 
evidence  of  Bleasdale's  examination  ? 

It  was  objected,  secondly,  that  to  allow  this  testimony,  that  is, 
to  dispense  with  the  necessity  of  calling  the  surviving  attesting 
witness,  is,  in  effect,  to  destroy  the  security  intended  to  be  given 
by  the  statute  of  frauds.  For  it  is  said  that,  as  that  statute 
requires  the  attestation  *of  three  witnesses,  so,  to  allow^  the  [*  23] 
will  to  be  proved  upon  a  trial  at  law  without  calling  an 
attesting  witness,  so  long  as  one  of  the  three  remains  in  life,  is 
to  give  up  the  full  benefit  of  having  three  witnesses  to  the  will. 
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It  may  be  observed,  however,  that  tlie  statute  of  frauds  did  not 
look  primarily  to  the  mode  of  proving  the  will  when  contested, 
but  to  the  security  of  the  testator  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  will ;  the  statute  intending  that  tliree  witnesses  should  be  in 
the  nature  of  guards  or  securities,  to  protect  him  in  the  execution 
of  his  will  against  force,  or  fraud,  or  undue  inHuence.  The  })roof 
of  the  will  by  the  tliree  witnesses,  supposing  it  should  afterwards 
come  in  contest,  is  only  an  incidental  and  secondary  benefit, 
derived  from  that  mode  of  attestation.  Indeed  the  principle  of 
this  objection,  if  carried  to  its  full  extent,  would  require  the  will 
to  be  proved  in  every  case  by  the  three  witnesses.  It  is  well 
settled,  however,  that,  in  an  action  at  law,  it  is  sufticient  to  call 
one  only  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  if  he  can  speak  to  the 
observance  of  all  that  is  required  by  the  statute  ;  and  tlie  objec- 
tion itself  is  obviously  open  to  the  same  answer  which  has  been 
given  to  the  first,  viz.,  that  the  evidence  resultino;  from  tlie  written 
examination  of  the  deceased  witness,  in  the  former  suit  between 
the  same  parties,  is  of  as  high  a  nature,  and  as  direct  and  imme- 
diate, as  the  viva  voce  examination  of  one  of  the  witnesses  remain- 
ing alive,  and  actually  examined  in  the  cause. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  think  that,  after  the  proof  given  in  this 
case  of  the  examination  of  Bleasdale  and  his  subsequent  death, 
the  will  and  codicil  were  receivable  in  evidence  without  further 
proof,  and  consequently  that  a  venire  dc  novo  must  l)e  awarded. 

J'eiii)r  de  novo  ovmrded. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

In  order  that  evidence  in  a  former  suit  may  be  admissible,  tlie  ques- 
tion at  issue  in  that  suit,  and  in  the  later  suit,  in  which  the  evidence 
is  adduced,  nuist  be  the  same:  Neril  v.  Jidinson  (1703),  2  Vern.  447; 
Ldirrenee  v.  Manh>  (18r)0),  4  Drew,  472;  Ladt/  Llanovev  v.  llonifray 
(1881),  19  Ch.  I).  224,  30  W.  K.  557;  and  the  parties  to  the  later  suit 
must  be  the  same  as  or  privy  to  those  in  the  former  proceedings,  lb.; 
PetevhornKyh  v.  Earl  of  (h-vxnihie  (1702).  3  Bro.  1'.  C.  539;  Eade  v. 
Limjood  (1747),  1  Atk".  201;   llmim  v.    Whd,'  (1870),  24  W.  K.  456. 

'^i'hus  in  an  iictiou  of  ejectment  it  was  held  that  A.  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  avail  himself  of  evidence  given  in  ;i  ])revious  action  of 
ejectment  brought  by  A.'s  son,  claiminc;  as  A.'s  heir  sn])j)osiug  him  to 
be  dead,  to  recover  the  same  land  from  the  defendant's  father.  ATorgnn 
v.  yirholl  (1800),  L.  K.  2  0.  V.  117,  36  L.  J.  C.  V.  80,  15  L.  T.  184, 
15  W.  Vv.  110.     ])ut  in  a  suit  by  a  legatee  against   the  executor  the 


K.  C.  VOL.  XI.]  SECT.  TI.  —  ADMISSIBLE  IX  SPECIAL  CIKCUMSTAXCES.    263 
No.  13.  —  Wright  v.  Doe  d.  Tatham.  —  Notes. 

pliiiiitiff  was  lu'ld  entitled  to  use  de[)Ositiuiis  ina(]e  in  a  suit  i)reviousl3' 
hi-onglit  by  another  legatee:  Coke  v.  Fountnln  (KJSG),  1  Verii.  413;  and 
depositions  as  to  title,  read  in  a  suit  by  a  person  claiming  as  tenant  in 
connnou  were  held  available  in  a  suit  by  another  ten^int  in  common 
<:lainiing  in  the  same  right  against  the  same  person  in  [)ossession. 
Jlyrne  v.  Frere  (1828),  2  Moll.  20. 

Where  a  bank  manager  liad  in  a  previous  action  by  another  plaintiff 
given  evidence  of  the  practice  ot"  the  defendant's  bank,  it  was  held  that 
his  evidence  might  be  received  in  a  later  action  against  the  bank,  so 
far  as  relevant  to  the  matters  there  in  issue:  Suinuons  v.  London  Joint 
Stock  Bank  (1890),  G2  L.  T.  427,  affirmed  in  Court  of  Appeal,  35 
Solicitors  Journal,  123. 

The  evidence  is  not  admissible  against  a  person  claiming  under  a 
party  to  the  previous  action,  where  that  person  derives  his  title  through 
a  conveyance  or  act  in  the  law  i)revious  to  that  action.  Thus  where 
A.  being  possessed  of  IJlackacre  and  Whiteacre  by  the  same  title  con- 
veyed Blackacre  to  ]>.,  it  was  held  that  evidence  in  an  action  Itetween 
(].  and  A.  respecting  the  title  to  Whiteacre  brought  after  the  convey- 
ajice  from  A.  to  B.  was  not  admissible  in  an  action  between  C  and  B. 
as  to  the  title  to  Blackacre.  I)oe  d.  Foster  v.  E<tii  iJerhy  (1834),  1  Ad. 
&  El.  783,  3  N.  &  M.  782. 

Evidence  brought  to  show  that  the  verdict  in  a  former  suit  not 
between  the  same  parties  was  improperly  obtained  may  be  rebutted  by 
showing  what  was  proved  in  that  suit  by  witnesses  since  deceased. 
Doe  d.  Lloyd  v.  Passlnyhani  (1826),  2  C.  &  P.  440. 

The  evidence  will  not  in  general  be  admissible  unless  the  witnesses 
in  the  earlier  suit  are  dead:  Corrlngton,  x.  Corniock  (1829),  2  Sim. 
567;  Blarirace  v.  Bhigmn-  (1847),  1  De  G.  &  Sm.  252,  16  L.  J.  Ch. 
.346;  though  depositions  have  been  permitted  to  be  read  where  the 
■witnesses  were  not  proved  to  be  dead:  Cifij  of  Ijondon  v.  I*evkins 
(1734),  3  Bro.  P.  C.  602;  aiul  even  where  they  were  alive;  Williams  v. 
Broadhead  (1827),  1  Sim.  151,  5  L.  J.  Ch.  112. 

It  would  seem  tliat  the  insanity  of  the  witness  is  for  this  puri)0se 
equivalent  to  his  death.     lt<'x  v.  Erlsa'ell  (179(V),  4  T.  P.  707. 

As  an  additional  authority  for  the  statement  in  the  rule,  that  the 
person  against  whom  the  evidence  is  produced  n^ust  liave  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  cross-examining  the  witness,  reference  may  be  made  to  Attor- 
ney General  v.  Davison  (1825).  ]\r'Cleland  &  Younge.  160.  It  has 
been  held,  however,  that  it  is  no  objection  to  .an  affidavit  tiled  in  a 
previous  suit  that  the  deponent  died  before  he  could  be  cross-exam- 
ined, upon    it.      Williams    v.    Williams   (1864),    12   "W.    R.    663    per 

KiNDERSLEY   Y.    C. 

As  regards  the  way  in  whicli  the  former  testimony  may  be  proved  Lord 
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]\[ansfieli)  has  said  in  Mayor  of  Doncaster  v.  Day  (1810),  o  Taunt. 
262,  12  R.  K.  G50.  "  What  a  witness  since  deceased  has  sworn  upon  a 
trial  between  the  same  parties,  may  without  any  order  of  tlie  Court,  be 
given  in  evidence  either  from  the  Judge's  notes,  or  from  notes  that 
have  been  taken  by  any  other  person  who  will  swear  to  tlieir  accuracy; 
or  the  former  evidence  may  be  proved  b}'  any  person  who  will  swear 
from  his  memory  to  its  having  been  given."  See  also  Sfnift  v.  Boc- 
ingdoii  (1803),  5  Esp.  36,  8  R.  R.  834.  In  Tod  v.  E<trl,  of  Wlnchelsea 
(1828),  3  C.  &  P.  387,  parol  evidence  was  allowed  to  be  given  of  what 
a  witness  since  deceased  had  deposed  to  on  a  former  trial,  notwith- 
standing that  an  order  luid  been  made  for  reading  the  depositions  of 
deceased  witnesses. 

Xow  by  R.  S.  C.  1883,  0.  37,  r.  3,  it  is  provided  tliat  "An  order  to 
read  evidence  taken  in  another  cause  shall  not  be  necessar}-,  but  such 
evidence  may,  saving  all  just  exceptions,  be  read  on  ex  ijarte  applica- 
tions b}^  leave  of  the  Court  or  a  Judge,  to  be  obtained  at  tlie  time  of 
making  any  such  a})plication,  and  in  any  otlier  case  upon  the  party 
desiring  to  use  sucli  evidence  giving  two  days'  previous  notice  to  the 
otlier  parties  of  his  intention  to  read  such  evidence."  This  provision! 
merely  does  away  with  the  need  of  an  order,  and  does  not  affect  the 
ordinary  rules  of  evidence.  Printlnfj  TcJrgraph  and  Consfnfcfioii  Co. 
of  the  Agcnre  Havas  v.  Bnicker  (C.  A.  1894),  1894  2  Q.  B.  801,  64  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  58,  71  L.  T.  172,  42  W.  R.  674. 

A  report  by  an  Irish  Judge  to  a  Divisional  (Jourt  in  Ireland  to  be 
used  on  an  application  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  was  admitted  as  evi- 
dence in  an  English  action  between  the  same  parties,  of  what  took 
place  at  the  trial  and  what  the  Judge  decided.  Houston  v.  Marquis  of 
Sllgo  (1885),  29  Ch.  D.  448,  52  L.  T.  96. 

An  admission  contained  in  a  defence  in  one  action  cannot  properly 
be  treated  as  conclusive  in  otlier  jn-oceedings  between  tlic  same  parties, 
but  on  a  different  issue.  In  re  Walters,  Nelson  v.  Walters  (1889),  61 
L.  T.  872. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

Tills  JIule  is  universally  accepted  in  this  country:  lleyiwlds  v.  United 
States,  98  United  States,  155;  Costiffan  v.  Lunt,  127  Massachusetts,  355; 
O'Brlnn  v.  CounnonKiealth,  0  Bush  (Kentucky).  •")<>:> :  (Hnxx  v.  lieach,  5  Ver- 
mont. 172;  Lightni'TV.  Wlke,  4  Sergeant  &  llawlc  (rciin.).  '2iy-\:  Drayton  v. 
Wdls,  1  Xott  &  McCord  (So.  Car).  400;  Conmnmrmllh  v.  Ilirhards,  18  Pick- 
fring  (]\Iass.).  TM  :  29  Am.  Dec.  008  ;  Gnrrnll  v.  J<>hn.<on,  11  (iill  &  Johnson 
(Marylaiiil).  17:');  '■)')  Am.  Dec.  272  (siiHiciciit  to  ]»-ov('  thai  he  deposed  to 
ccrlniii  I'm  els)  :  ]Va(/('rs  v.  Dicf.rif,  17  Ohio,  ll'iH;  l!»  Am.  Dec.  4()7;  Stale  \. 
I)<  117//,  2  Hill  (So.  Car.),  282:  27  Am.  Dit.  ;i71  :  Walsion  v.  Proprietors,  14 
Maine,  20l  ;  :!!    Am.  Di-c.  U>  ;  Marsh  v.  J,>n<!',  21  \'crmont,  :')78;   .")2  Am.  Dec. 
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(17  ;  Mineral  Paint  R.  Co.  v.  Keep,  22  Illinois.  9  :  7-1  Ami.  Dec.  124  ;  Carrier  v. 
West  r«.,  ifc.  R.  Co.,  :^9  West  Virginia,  80;  24  Lawyers'  Hep.  Annotated, 
50;  Mattoxv.  United  States,  1^)^')  United  States,  2;}7;  and  cases  cited  by  ]\Ir. 
Clianiberlayne  in  his  notes  to  Best  on  Evidence,  p.  448. 

These  cases  hold  that  the  rule  applies  also  in  criminal  cases,  although  the 
constitution  may  provide  that  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  be  confronted  with 
tlr>i  witness;  and  they  generally  hold  that  it  is  sufficient  to  prove  the  sub- 
.--tance  of  the  former  testimony.  Early  in  Virginia  the  rule  was  Iield  not  to 
apply  to  criminal  cases.     Brogg'.s  Case,  10  Grattan,  702 

In  such  cases  it  is  not  permissible  to  show  that  the  witness  liad  confessed 
that  his  testimony  was  false.  Craft  v.  Commonwealth,  81  Kentucky,  2.'>0 ;  5() 
Am.  Rep.  100.  But  it  may  be  sliown  that  he  had  made  previous  contradic- 
tory statements,  if  his  attention  was  called  to  them  on  the  first  trial.  GriJJilh 
V.  State,  37  Arkansas,  324. 

In  the  States  there  is  a  difference  of  opinion  whether  such  evidence  is  com- 
petent ^vhere  the  witness  is  not  dead,  but  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction.  See 
1  (ireenleaf  on  Evidence,  sect.  163,  and  notes.  But  it  is  generally  held  that 
i!  is  admissible  if  the  witness  is  kept  away  by  the  other  party:  Reynolds  v. 
United  Stales,  98  United  States,  15.5  (the  Mormou  marriage  case)  ;  Stout  v. 
C'-ok,  47  Illinois,  530.  As  the  Court  say  in  Crary  v.  Sprafjue.  12  Wendell 
(Xew  York),  41,  ••  There  can  scarcely  be  a  shade  of  difference  between  the 
two  cases,  death  and  absence,  either  in  principle  or  hardship :  "  still  the  evi- 
dence is  not  admitted  in  that  State  in  case  of  mere  absence  :  Wilbur  \.  Selden, 
(i  Cowen,  102.  The  point  is  very  thoroughly  treated  in  a  monograph  l)y  Mr. 
(Jeorge  Kroncke,  in  43  Central  Law  Journal,  52,  in  which  tlic  writer  adopts 
the  following  conclusions : 

"  I.  The  testimony  of  a  former  trial  between  the  same  parties,  concerning 
the  same  subject-matter,  can  be  introduced:  1st,  when  the  witness  is  dead; 
2d,  when  the  witness  is  insane  or  sick,  or  is  prevented  from  some  other  cause 
from  attending  the  trial,  such  as  having  been  convicted  of  some  infamous 
crime  or  the  like ;  3d,  when  the  witness  cannot  be  found  after  diligent  search  ; 
4tli,  when  the  witness  is  prevented  from  attending  the  trial  by  the  procure- 
ment of  the  opposite  party  ;  5th,  when  the  witnesspis  out  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court.  II.  Since  the  admission  of  such  evidence  being  permitted 
on  the  ground  of  necessity,  the  rule  should  be  strictly  construed:  and  1st, 
mere  temporary  absence  is  not  a  suflicieut  cause ;  2d,  it  must  affirmatively 
appear  that  due  diligence  was  shown  to  procure  tiie  presence  of  the  witness. 
III.  That  there  is  no  material  distinction  between  civil  and  criminal  cases 
except  that  under  the  latter  the  i-ules  are  more  strict,  and  that  wiiere  the  con- 
stitution provides  that  the  accused  shall  be  confronted  Avith  his  witnesses 
against  him,  that  the  better  rule  is  that  it  is  not  sufficient  that  he  was  merely 
confronted  by  him  on  the  preliminary  hearing  before  a  committing  magis- 
trate, where  he  was  not  bound  to  answer  at  all.  IV.  That  such  testimony 
of  a  former  trial  can  be  admitted  even  though  the  deposition  of  the  absent 
witness  might  have  been  taken.  V.  Statutes  permitting  the  admission  of 
such  testimony  and  depositions,  being  contrary  to  the  general  rules  of  evi- 
dence, should  be  strictly  construed.'" 

frol.  Thayer  gives  the  principal  case  in  Cases  on  Evidence. 
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No.  14.  —  HIGHAM   v.   EIDGWAY. 

(K.  B.  1808.) 

KULE. 

If  a  person  have  peculiar  means  of  knowing  a  fact,  and 
make  a  declaration  or  written  entry  of  that  fact,  which  is 
au'ainst  his  interest  at  the  time,  it  is  evidence  of  the  fact  as 
between  third  persons  after  his  death. 

Higham  v.   Ridgway. 

10  East,  109-12.3(10  K.  K.  235). 

Evidence.  —  Declaration  against  interest  hy  deceased  person. 

[109]  If  a  person  have  peculiar  means  of  knowing  a  fact,  and  make  a  de- 

claraticni  or  written  entry  of  that  fact,  which  is  against  his  interest  at  the 
time,  it  is  evidence  of  the  fact  as  between  third  persons  after  his  death,  if  he 
couhl  have  been  examined  to  it  in  liis  lifetime.  And  therefore  an  entry  made  by 
a  man-midwife  in  a  book,  of  having  delivered  a  woman  of  a  child  on  a  certain 
day,  referring  to  his  ledger  in  whicli  he  had  made  a  charge  for  his  attendance, 
which  was  marked  as  paid,  is  evidence  upon  an  issue  as  to  the  age  of  such  child 
at  the  time  of  his  afterwards  suffering  a  recovery. 

Upon  error  brought  to  reverse  a  recovery  suffered  by  Wm. 
Fowden,  the  younger,  of  certain  lands  in  the  county  palatine  of 
Chester,  of  which  lie  claimed  to  be  first  tenant  in  tail  under 
indentures  of  the  16th  and  17tli  of  December,  1763,  it  appeared 
that  tlie  premises  were  limited  in  remainder  to  tlie  first  son  of  the 
body  of  Wra.  Fowdetl,  the  father,  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  tlie 
second  and  other  sons  in  tail,  remainder  to  the  daughters  in  tail  : 
under  whicli  last  limitation  the  ])laiiitiff  Elizabeth  claimed,  in 
default  of  heirs  male  of  Wm.  Fowden  the  father,  as  heir  of  the 
body  of  Mary,  liis  only  daughter.  The  record  set  forth  the 
recovery,  which  was  of  the  session  at  Chester,  on  the  16th  of 
April,  29  (Jeo.  TTI.,  and  appeared  to  have  been  acknowledged  at 
Macclesfield  on  the  loth  of  April  1789,  and  that  an  affidavit 
was  sworn  on  that  day  by  Wm.  Morley,  Wm.  Fowden  sen.,  and 
Mary  the  wife  of  John  Orme,  in  which  Wm.  Fowden  .sen.  swore 
"  that  Wm.  Fowden  the  younger  was  born  on  the  second  of 
A]iiil,  17(iH,  l)ut  that  being  a  ]»rot('stant  dissenter,  no  entry  was 
made-  (»f  his  liaptism  in  any  register."     And  Mary  Orme  swore  that 
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"she  was  aunt  to  Wm.  Fowdeu  juu.,  and  well  remembered  that 
he  was  born  in  the  beginning  of  April,  and  before  the  15th 
day  of  that  month  in  the  year  1768."  And  the  error  assigned 
was  that  it  appeared  in  the  record,  &c.  that  Wm.  Fowden  jun., 
on  Friday  in  the  aforesaid  session  at  Chester,  appeared  by  attorney 
and  warranted  the  tenements,  &c.  to  E.  (the  tenant),  &c. : 
but  that  Wm.  Fowden  *  jun.  was  then  an  infant  within  the  [*  110] 
age  of  21  years,  viz.  20  years  and  no  more.  And  on 
joinder  in  error,  the  issue  was,  '  Whether  Wm.  Fowden,  the 
younger,  at  the  time  of  his  appearance  and  warranty,  and  voucher 
to  warranty,  and  also  at  the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  said  judg- 
ment (of  recovery)  was  an  infant  within  the  age  of  21  years,  to 
wit,  of  the  age  of  20  years  and  no  more." 

At  the  trial  at  Chester  it  appeared  that  Wm.  Fowden  jun. 
died  on  the  olst  of  December  1792,  having  before  made  his  will, 
and  Wm.  Fowden,  sen.  the  father  died  on  the  20th  of  March 
1800;  but  Mary  Orme,  the  aunt,  was  still  living,  and  examined 
as  a  witness  by  the  defendant  in  support  of  the  fact  as  sworn 
to  in  her  affidavit ;  but  the  accuracy  of  her  recollection  as  to  the 
precise  day  of  her  nephew's  birth  was  rendered  doubtful  by 
circumstances  which  came  out  upon  cross-examination.  And  on 
the  part  of  the  plaiutitts  it  was,  amongst  other'  things,  proved  by  a 
neighbour  that  Wm.  Fowden,  the  father,  and  his  wife,  lived  at 
Ih-amhall,  where  William,  the  son  was  born  ;  that  it  was  on 
a  Friday.  That  he  was  desired  by  the  father  to  fetch  Mr.  Hewitt, 
tlie  man-midwife,  wlio  lived  at  Stockport,  about  three  miles  and 
a  half  distant :  the  witness,  however,  had  occasion  to-  go  elsewhere, 
and  another  person  was  sent  to  Mr.  Hewitt,  and  on  the  wit- 
ness's return  the  same  evening  ^Irs.  Fowden  was  brought  to  bed 
of  a  son.  That  the  wife  of  liichard  Fellows,  who  lived  half  a 
mile  off,  was  also  delivered  on  the  same  day.  The  person  who 
was  sent  to  Mr.  Hewitt's  corroborated  this  account,  and  knew 
young  Fellows  and  young  Fowden  as  they  grew  up,  who  appeared 
about  the  same  age.  Another  witness  also  proved  the 
birth  of  young  Fowden,  on  a  Friday  (the  particular  *  day  [*  111] 
of  the  week  was  proved  by  reference  to  market-day 
and  other  collateral  circumstances  by  the  several  witnesses), 
and  that  he  saw  Mr.  Hewitt  at  Fowden's  house.  Fellows,  the 
son  also  proved  his  growing  up  with  Wm.  Fowden,  the  son:  that 
they  used  to  dispute  which  was  tlie  eldest;  but  they  were  both 
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born  on  the  same  day  ;  and  lie  had  been  told  this  l)y  Fowden's 
father  and  mother.  His  own  birthday  was  on  the  22nd  of  April. 
Other  witnesses  also  deposed  to  the  same  effect.  John  Hewitt 
was  then  called,  the  son  of  the  man-midwife  who  delivered  JMrs. 
Fowden  ;  and  he  proved  the  death  of  his  father  twenty  years  before, 
and  produced  certahi  books  (on  wliich  the  question  of  evidence 
arose)  in  which  his  father  had  been  used  to  make  regular  entries 
of  all  matters  relating  to  his  business,  with  their  dates,  imme- 
diately on  his  return  liome :  and  the  entries  in  (piestion  were 
proved  to  be  in  his  father's  handwriting.  These  entries  were 
tendered  in  evidence  to  show  the  precise  day  of  the  birth  of 
Wm.  Fowden,  jun.  The  evidence  was  objected  to;  but  the  Court 
determined  to  receive  it,  reserving  the  point.  The  entries  in 
question  (which  were  preceded  and  followed  in  order  of  time  by 
others  of  the  like  nature)  were  as  follows  :  — 

V 
"  22  April  17G8. 

38^.      Richard  Fallow's  wife.     Braiuliall.     Filiu.s  circa  liov.  9,  iiiatutiii  : 
cum  forcipe  ;  &c. 
paid," 

Then  followed  in  the  same  page  the  entry  in  (juestion,  without 
any  intervening  date. 

'•,i/.     Win.  Fowden  jull'^ '"  wife.  70*. 

[*  112]  filius  circa  hor.  3  post  inerid.  iiat.  &.c." 


"  Wm.  Fowden  jun^      176.S. 

Aprilis  22.     Filiiis  uatiis,  &c. 

wife 16     1 

2Ctli  ILiustus  i)urg 0  15     0 

2~r~i 

P".  25th  O^r,  17(58." 

The  jury  found,  dii  this  evidence,  that  Win.  Fowden  jun.  who 
suffered  the  recovery,  was  not  l)orn  on  the  2iid  l)ut  on  the  22nd  of 
April  17GS. 

'   TIio  figures  .'58  rcfcrrcil  lo  (he  Icdiicr.  ''•  'I'liose  fin'iires  reforrcd  to  the  ledger, 

-  'I'liis  was  the  ilesigiiatioii  at  tliat  tiiiio     the  entry  in  whieh  follows. 

of  the  father  of  tiie  William  Kowdcn  jiui. 

iii  (juestiou. 
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Topping  and  Yates  showed  cause  against  a  rule  for  a  new  trial, 
and  contended  that  the  entries  in  question,  proved  to  be  in  the 
hand-writing  of  the  man-midwife,  and  to  have  beem  refjularlv 
made  from  time  to  time  in  the  course  of  his  business,  were  evi- 
dence of  the  time  of  the  birth  of  Wm.  Fowdeu  the  son,  as  haviny; 
lK;en  made  by  a  person  possessing  a  competent  knowledge  of  the 
fact,  and  discharging  the  party  on  whuni  he  had  a  claim  in  the 
first  instance  for  his  medical  attendance.  Similar  evidence  has 
been  admitted  in  other  cases.  In  Warren  d.  Wchh  v.  Greenville,  2 
Stra.  1129  the  question  was.  Whether  there  had  been  a  surrender  of 
part  of  the  estate,  which  was  in  jointure  to  the  widow  at  the  time 
of  the  recovery  suffered  by  the  son  tenant  in  tail ;  with- 
out which  there  was  no*  good  tenant  to  the  pnecipe  [*113] 
for  that  part,  and  the  recovery  was  ineffectual  for  so  much. 
It  was  insisted  that  a  surrender  should  be  presumed  at  that  distance 
of  time  :  and  to  fortify  that  presumption  the  debt-book  of  the  family 
attorney,  who  was  dead,  was  produced,  wherein  he  ciiarged  so 
nnich  for  suffering  the  recovery,  including  general  items  for 
drawing  and  engrossing  the  mother's  surrender;  all  whicli  charges 
appeared  by  the  book  to  have  been  paid.  And  this  was  held  to 
be  good  evidence  after  the  death  of  the  attorney,  who,  if  living, 
might  have  been  examined  to  the  fact.  This  report  of  the  case 
is  in  the  main  confirmed,  as  to  this  point,  by  Lord  Mansfield,  in 
Goodtitle  d.  Bri/df/es  v.  The  Dule  of  Chandos,  2  Burr.  1071,  2  ; 
with  this  addition,  that  a  receipt  had  been  given  upon  the  bill, 
which  contained  the  articles,  for  drawing  and  engrossing  the 
surrender.  Though  Lord  ^Mansfield  seems  to  have  thought  that 
Sir  John  Strange  had  not  laid  sufficient  stress  in  his  report  upon 
the  presumption  arising  from  length  of  time.  So  rentals  or 
stewards'  accounts,  with  payments  marked  on  them,  are  always 
received  in  evidence,  even  against  third  persons.  In  Herbert  v. 
Tnckal,  T.  Raym.  84,  upon  a  question,  whether  one  was  of 
full  age  when  he  made  his  will,  an  entry  made  by  his  father  in 
an  almanack  of  the  day  of  his  son's  birth  was  allowed  by  the  Court, 
on  a  trial  at  bar,  to  be  strong  evidence  :  and  yet  that  was  no 
question  of  pedigree,  and  therefore  not  within  the  exception  which 
allows  the  hearsay  declarations  of  the  family  to  be  evidence  in 
such  cases,  any  more  than  the  declaration  of  a  father  as 
to  the  place  *  of  his  son's  birth;  which  was  rejected  as  [*  114] 
evidence  in  The  King  v.  TJie  Lihnhitants  of  Erith,  8 
East,  539. 
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Manley,  Serj.  and  John  Williams,  contra.  The  question, 
whether  these  entries  be  evidence,  cannot  depend  on  their  a})- 
parent  accuracy,  Imt  on  this,  whether  tlie  declarations  of  a  third 
person,  by  parol  or  in  writing,  as  to  a  fact,  which  may  l)e  supposed 
to  have  been  within  his  knowledge  at  the  time,  can,  after  his 
death,  be  given  in  evidence,  merely  because  in  the  same  breath 
or  writing,  he  admitted  that  a  claim  of  his  own  respecting  such 
fact,  if  true,  had  been  discharged.  Ever  since  the  case  of  The  Kiwj 
V.  Eriswell,  3  T.  E.  707,  it  has  been  considered  that  hearsay  is  not 
evidence  of  a  particular  fact,  except  in  proof  of  a  pedigree,  and 
that  exception  has  always  been  confined  to  the  strict  fact  in  issue 
of  descent  or  primo-geniture  in  proof  of  pedigree :  and  has  always 
been  rejected  in  collateral  inquiries;  as  of  the  place  of  birth,  upon 
a  question  of  settlement,  in  Tlic  Kiwj  v.  Erith.  And  perhaps  the 
case  of  Herhert  v.  Tvclal,  which  might  have  been  a  question  be- 
tween the  heir  at  law  and  devisee,  may  have  passed  as  a  question 
of  pedigree,  without  adverting  to  this  distinction.  Now  here  the 
precise  fact  in  issue  was, "  Whether  Wni.  Fowden,  the  younger,  at  the 
time  of  his  appearance  and  warranty,  &c.  was  an  infant  within 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  ? "  &c.,  in  which  no  question  of  pedi- 
gree is  involved.      But  not  even  in  questions  of  pedigree  have  the 

declarations  of  any  others  than  members  of  the  family  been 
[*  115]  received  in  evidence;  and  the  evidence  *  given  here  was  of 

the  declaration  of  a  stranger;  for  such  the  apothecary 
must  be  taken  to  be.  The  admissibility,  therefore,  of  the  evidence 
stands  wholly  upon  the  ground  that  the  entry  made  by  him, 
taken  together,  discharged  liis  own  claim.  All  the  cases  on  this 
head  rest  upon  the  original  autliority  of  Warren  d.  Wchh  v.  Grcen- 
villr,  2  Stra.  1129,  which  by  the  explanation  afterwards  given  of  it 
by  Lord  Mansfield,  2  Burr.  1072,  turned  mainly  upon  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  suirender  arising  from  lapse  of  time  :  and  his 
very  solicitude  to  explain  this  shows  that  he  was  not  so  well  satis- 
fied of  the  admissibility  of  the  entries  in  the  attorney's  bill  book^ 
which  he  says  was  strongly  litigated :  and  he  concludes  his  ob- 
servations by  saying  that  Sir  J.  Strange's  report  is  incorrect.  Bioth 
in  Barri/  v.  Hfbhinyton,  4  T.  R.  514,  and  in  Stead  v.  Hcaton,  4  T. 
R.  669,  the  person  wliose  entries  were  given  in  evidence  had  in 
the  first  instance  charged  themselves  with  the  receipt  of  money.. 
for  which  they  were  arrountable  to  others,  to  whom  their  accounts 
were  delivered:  but  whcri!  the  enti'ics  of  the;  receipt  of  icut   liad 
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been  made  by  the  owner  of  the  estate  himself,  as  in  Oatram  v. 
Moreu'ood,  5  T.  11.  121,  they  were  held  not  to  be  evidence  even  to 
prove  the  identity  of  the  land  in  a  cause  between  other  persons. 
And  on  the  same  principle  Lord  Kenyon,  in  the  case  of  Calvert  v. 
The  Anlihishop  of  Canterhvvji,  2  Ksp.  646,  ruled  that  an  entry  of  an 
agreement  for  a  pair  of  horses,  made  in  the  plaintiffs  Ijooks  by  his 
servant,  who  was  dead,  was  not  evidence  to  charge  the  defendant 
for  the  hire  of  them,  because  the  servant  did  not  thereby  charge 
himself.  So  this,  being  an  entry  made  merely  for  the  party's  own 
use,  must  be  considered  as  res  inter  alios  acta.  The  case 
of  Roe  d.  *  Brune  v.  Rawlings,  7  East,  279  (8  li.  R.  632),  [*  116] 
went  on  a  difierent  ground ;  for  there  the  letter  written  by 
a  former  steward  of  the  estate  to  the  then  tenant  for  life,  contain- 
ing a  particular  of  the  ancient  rents,  &c.,  was  by  him  handed  down 
amongst  the  muniments  of  the  estate  to  the  succeeding  tenant  for 
life,  and  preserved  by  each  against  his  own  interest,  as  an  authen- 
tic document ;  and  on  this  ground  it  was  held  to  be  evidence  of 
the  ancient  rent  against  the  lessee  of  the  last  tenant  for  life,  by 
whose  acknowledgment  of  the  fact  such  lessee  was  bound.  They 
also  noticed  tliat  the  apothecary's  discharge  of  his  demand  was  not 
made  upon  the  entry  as  to  the  time  of  the  child's  birth,  but  only 
in  the  ledger  to  which  the  entry  referred.  And  they  observed 
upon  the  dangerous  consequence  of  introducing  a  laxity  in  the 
rules  of  evidence  by  extending  the  exceptions  of  hearsay  evidence 
of  particular  facts  beyond  the  strict  question  of  pedigree  and  that 
class  of  cases  where  entries  had  been  made  by  stewards  and  such 
like,  to  charge  themselves  in  account  with  the  payment  over  of  sums 
they  had  received  in  right  of  others,  to  whom  those  accounts  were 
delivered. 

Lord  Ellen BOROUCiH,  C.  J.  I  should  be  extremely  sorry  if  any- 
thing fell  from  the  Court  upon  this  occasion  which  would  in  any 
degree  break  in  upon  those  sound  rules  of  evidence  which  have 
been  established  for  the  security  of  life,  liberty,  and  i)roperty  :  V)ut 
in  declaring  our  opinion  upon  tlie  admissil)ility  of  the  evidence  in 
question,  we  shall  lay  down  no  rule  which  can  induce  such  ruin- 
ous consequences,  nor  go  beyond  the  limits  of  those  cases  wdiich 
have  been  often  recognized,  beginning  with  that  of  Warren 
v.  GreenviUc.  The  question  is.  Whether  the  *  books  of  a  [*117] 
man-midwife,  attending  upon  a  woman  at  the  time  of  her 
deliverv,  and  raakintr  charszes  for  such  his  attendance,  wliich  he 
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thereby  acknowledges  to  have  been  paid,  are  evidence  of  the  time 
of  the  birth  of  the  son,  as  noted  in  those  entries  ?  That  the  books 
would  be  evidence  in  themselves  as  recording  this  event  of  the 
birth  and  other  similar  events  in  the  course  of  his  attendance  on 
his  patients,  at  the  several  times  when  they  took  place,  I  am  by 
no  means  prepared  to  say.  Nor  is  my  opinion  in  this  case  formed 
with  reference  to  the  declarations  of  parents,  &c.,  received  in  evi- 
dence, as  to  the  birth  or  time  of  the  birth  of  their  children.  But 
I  think  the  evidence  here  was  properly  admitted,  upon  the  broad 
principle  on  which  receivers'  books  have  been  admitted ;  namely, 
that  the  entry  made  was  in  prejudice  of  the  party  making  it.  In 
the  case  of  the  receiver,  he  charges  himself  to  account  for  so  much 
to  his  employer.  In  this  case  the  party  repelled  by  his  entry  a 
claim  which  he  would  otherwise  have  had  upon  the  other  for  work 
performed,  and  medicines  furnished  to  the  wife ;  and  the  period  of 
her  delivery  is  the  time  for  which  the  former  charge  is  made  ;  the 
date  of  which  is  the  22nd  of  April,  when,  it  appears  by  other  e\  i 
dence,  that  the  man-midwife  was  in  fact  attending  at  the  house  of 
Wni.  Fowden.  If  this  entry  had  been  produced  when  the  party 
was  making  a  claim  for  his  attendance,  it  would  have  been  evi- 
dence against  him,  that  his  claim  was  satisfied.  It  is  idle  to  say 
that  the  word  paid  only  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  without  the 
context,  which  explains  to  what  it  refers :  we  must  therefore  look 
to  the  rest  of  the  entry,  to  see  what  the  demand  was,  which  he 
thereby  admitted  to  be  discharged.  l>y  the  reference  to  the 
ledger,  the  entry  there  is  virtually  incorporated  with  and 
[*11S]  made  a  part  of  the  other  entry,  *  of  which  it  is  explana- 
tory. So  far,  therefore,  the  case  of  Warrcii  v.  Greenville, 
if  it  be  law,  is  an  authority  in  point  to  the  present  case.  But  it  is 
supposed  that  after  the  evidence  of  the  solicitor's  book  there  had 
been  received,  the  Court  had  repented  of  their  decision,  and  put 
the  case  to  the  jury  entirely  on  the  presumption  of  a  surrender 
from  lengtli  of  time.  P)Ut  how  does  that  appear,  eitlier  upon  the 
report  in  Strange,  or  by  what  fell  from  Lord  j\L\n.sfieli)  in  the 
case  in  Burrow  ?  Warren  v.  Grcciirille  was  decided  in  tlie  year 
1740,  about  40  years  after  the  time  when  it  was  insisted  that  the 
surrender  should  be  ju'esumed  to  have  been  made.  And  to  fortify 
that  presumption,  the  report  says  that  the  defendant  ofl'ered  the 
attorney's  debt-book  in  evidence,  containing  (diarges  for  drawing 
and  engrossing  the  surrender,  wl)icli  it  a]i])eared  by  the  book  were 
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paid.  Tliis  evidence  was  objected  to,  l)ut  allowed  by  the  Court, 
who  thought  it  material,  upon  the  inciuiry  into  the  rea.soiiablene.s.s 
of  presuming  a  .surrender,  and  not  to  be  suspected  to  be  done  for 
this  purpose.  The  entries  were  read  accordingly.  But  the  Court 
afterwards  declared  "  that  without  that  circumstance  they  W(juld 
have  presumed  a  surrender ;  and  desired  it  might  be  noticed  that 
they  did  not  require  any  evidence  to  fortify  the  presumption  after 
such  a  lengch  of  time."  Xow  wliat  is  the  fair  inference  to  be  col- 
lected from  that  report  ?  not  that  the  Court  doubted  at  all  whether 
the  evidence  of  the  entries  in  the  book  had  been  properly  received ; 
liut  that  they  were  afraid,  that  by  fortifying  and  buttressing  up, 
l)y  this  further  evidence,  a  presumption  so  strong  from  the  mere 
lapse  of  time  they  might  be  supposed  to  have  weakened  that  pre- 
sumption ;  which  they  wished  to  guard  against.  And  this  is  in 
substance  the  account  which  Lord  M.vnsfield  himself 
*  gives  of  that  decision  in  the  case  in  Burrow.  But  he  [*  119] 
also  states  that  the  point  of  evidence  was  strongly  liti- 
gated ;  which  shows  that  it  did  not  pass  without  much  discussion 
and  consideration :  and  his  account  of  the  fact  there  given  in  evi- 
dence,  so  far  from  showing  the  report  to  be  incorrect,  is  a  strong 
confirmation  of  it  in  the  material  circumstance.  Here  it  appears 
distinctly  from  other  evidence  that  tliere  was  the  work  done  for 
which  the  charge  was  made :  for  the  man-midwife  was  sent  for  by 
the  father,  and  he  attended  at  the  house  on  the  day  when  the 
mother  was  delivere<l :  and  the  discharge  in  the  book,  in  his  own 
hand-writing,  repels  the  claim  which  he  would  otherwise  have 
had  against  the  father  from  the  rest  of  the  evidence  as  it  now  ap- 
pears. Therefore  the  entry  made  by  the  party  was  to  his  own  im- 
mediate prejudice,  when  lie  had  not  only  no  interest  to  make  it,  if 
it  were  not  true,  but  he  had  an  interest  the  other  way,  not  to  dis- 
charge a  claim  which  it  appears  from  other  evidence  that  he  had. 
The  evidence,  therefore,  in  this  case  was  properly  received,  as  well 
upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Warren  v.  Greenville  as  upon 
principle. 

Grose,  J.  General  rules  of  evidence  are  of  the  greatest  con- 
sequence ;  for  either  admitting  evidence  of  a  fact  when  it  should 
be  excluded,  or  rejecting  it  when  it  ought  to  be  admitted,  would 
shake  the  security  of  all  property  :  the  right  decision,  therefore, 
of  every  case  of  this  sort  is  of  great  importance.  But  it  is  very 
difficult  sometimes   to  distinguish  the   nice  shades   of   difference 
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between  ca.ses  of  this  description  ;  and  therefore  I  am  alvvay.s  glad 
to  find  an  express  aiithoiity  on   which  I  can  set  my  foot.      The 

case  of  Warren  d.  Wehh  v.  Greenville  is  of  that  sort, 
[*  120]    *  which  ought'not  now  to  be  called  in  doubt,  having  been 

confirmed  in  the  subsequent  case  by  Lord  Mansfield,  and 
since  that  again  by  this  Court.  Helying,  therefore,  npon  that 
authority,  which  applies  most  strongly  to  this  case,  I  think  the 
evidence  was  rightly  admitted  and  even  without  the  entries,  I 
think  there  was  evidence  sufficient  to  find  the  verdict  which  has 
been  given,  though  those  entries  2)ut  the  matter  out  of  all 
question. 

Le  Blanc,  J.  On  inquiring  into  the  truth  of  facts  which 
happened  a  long  time  ago,  the  Courts  have  varied  from  the  strict 
rules  of  evidence  applicable  to  facts  of  the  same  description  hap- 
pening in  modern  times,  because  of  the  difficulty  or  impossibility 
by  lapse  o"f  time  of  proving  those  facts  in  the  ordinary  way  by 
living  witnesses.  On  this  ground,  hearsay  and  repntation,  (which 
latter  is  no  other  than  the  hearsay  of  those  who  may  l)e  supposed 
to  have  been  acquainted  with  the  fact,  handed  down  from  one 
to  another,)  have  been  admitted  as  evidence  in  particular  cases. 
On  that  principle  stands  the  evidence  in  cases  of  pedigree,  of 
declarations  of  the  family  who  are  dead,  or  of  monnmental  inscrip- 
tions, or  of  entries  made  by  them  in  family  bibles.  The  like  evi- 
dence has  been  admitted  in  other  cases,  where  the  Court  were 
satisfied  that  the  person  whose  written  entry  or  hearsay  was 
offered  in  evidence  had  no  interest  in  falsifying  the  fact,  but  on 
the  contrary  liad  an  interest  against  his  declaration  or  written 
entry  ;  as  in  tlie  case  of  receivers'  books.  I  do  not  mean  to  give 
any  opinion  as  to  the  mere  declarations  or  written  entries  of -a 
midwife  who  is  dead,  respecting  tlie  time  of  a  person's  birth, 
l)eing  made  of  a  matter  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  such  a 

person:  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  determine  that  question; 
[*  121J   but  *I  would  not  bo  bound  at   ])rt'sent   to  say  that   they 

are  not  evidence.  lUit  liere  the  entries  were  made  by  a 
person  who,  so  far  from  having  any  interest  to  make  them,  had 
an  interest  the  other  way  :  and  such  entries  against  the  interest 
of  the  party  making  tliem  aic,  clearly  evidence  of  the  fact  stated, 
on  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Worren  v.  Greenville,  and  of  all 
those  cases  where  the  books  of  receivers  have  been  admitted.  I 
understand  the  expression  used  by  Sir  John  Strange,  in   his  report 
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of  that  case,  very  dil'iereiitly  from  what  they  have  been  argued  to 
mean.  There  was  a  presumption  there  of  a  surrender  from  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and  from  length  of  time  ;  and  besides 
that  presumption  so  arising,  there  was  a  confirmation  of  it  by  the 
entry  in  question.  The  Court  only  said  that  there  was  sufficient 
to  presume  the  surrender,  without  the  evidence  of  the  entry ;  but 
not  that  they  had  any  doubt  that  the  entry  was  evidence.  And 
this  account  of  it  is,  I  think,  confirmed  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  the 
case  in  Burrow ;  who  says  that  the  point  was  much  debated,  and 
explains  the  observations  made  by  Sir  John  Strange  at  the  con- 
clusion of  his  report.  Then  I  cannot  distinguish  this  from  the 
case  of  Warren  v.  Greenville,  nor  from  those  of  receivers'  accounts, 
nor  from  Roe  d.  Brune  v.  Ravdinfjs.  The  reasons  given  for  admit- 
ting the  evidence  in  the  latter  case  apply  also  to  the  present, 
though  I  think  in  a  much  stronger  degree.  And  I  cannot  agree 
to  distinguish  tlie  entry  from  the  ledger  in  favour  of  the  objection  ; 
for  in  the  ledger,  in  which  Hewit  discharges  his  claim,  the  date  is 
mentioned  ;  but  at  any  rate  that  is  not  weakened  by  its  corre- 
spondence with  the  other  entry. 

Bayley,  J.  This  was  no  officious  entry  made  by  one  [122] 
who  had  no  concern  in  the  transaction  :  he  had  no  interest 
in  making  it :  and  as  he  therebv  discharged  an  individual  against 
whom  he  would  otherwise  have  had  a  claim,  I  think  the  entry 
was  evidence  by  all  the  authorities.  There  were  two  entries  read, 
the  one  following  the  other,  without  any  intervening  date ;  the 
first  of  these,  relating  to  Fallows,  is  dated  the  22nd  of  Apri},  1768  ; 
and  this  is  marked  as  paid  :  the  next,  as  to  Fowden,  is  not  stated 
there  to  be  paid ;  but  it  refers  to  a  particular  page  in  the  ledger, 
where  the  charge  against  Fowden  is  made,  including  items,  one 
of  which  is  for  delivering  his  wife,  corresponding  in  date  with  the 
former  entry  ;  and  there  he  states  himself  to  have  been  paid  for 
his  work  and  medicines.  Therefore,  if  he  had  brought  an  action 
for  his  work,  and  had  received  notice  to  produce  his  books,  this 
entry  would  have  discharged  the  father.  Xow  all  the  cases  agree, 
that  a  written  entry,  by  which  a  man  discharges  another  of  a 
claim  which  he  had  against  him,  or  charges  himself  with  a  debt 
to  another,  is  evidence  of  the  fact  which  he  so  admits  against 
himself,  there  being  no  interest  of  his  own  to  advance  by  such 
entry.  In  Outram  v.  Momcood,  the  entry  made  was  for  the 
party's  own  interest  who  made  it ;  for  he  entered  the  receipt  of 
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rent  from  another  person;  therefore,  if  tliat  had  been  evidence 
for  him,  or  for  those  claiming  under  him,  it  would  liave  been 
furnishing  evidence  for  himself  of  a  right  to  the  estate.  But  the 
principle  to  be  drawn  from  all  the  cases,  beginning  with  Warren 
v.  Greenville  down  to  Hoc  v.  Rmvlings,  is  that  if  a  person  have 
peculiar  means  of  knowing  a  fact,  and  make  a  declaration  of  that 

fact,  which  is  against  his  interest,  it  is  clearly  evidence 
[*  123]    *  after  his   death,  if  he  could  have  been  examined  to  it 

in   his  lifetime.     And  that  principle  has  been  constantly- 
acted  upon  in  the  case  of  receivers'  accounts. 

Rule  discharged. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

In  order  that  evidence  may  be  admissible  within  the  rule,  it  is  im- 
material whether  it  be  in  the  form  of  a  verbal  declaration  or  a  written 
entry;  ^>e/-  Thesiger,  L.  J.,  in  Beivley  v.  Atlcinson  (1880),  13  Ch.  D. 
283,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  153,  41  L.  T.  603,  28  W.  R.  638;  Beg.  v.  Overseers 
of  Birmingham  (1861),  1  B.  &  S.  763,  31  L.  J.  M.  C.  63,  5  L.  T.  309, 
10  W.  R.  41,  but  where  the  statements  are  verbal  there  is  reason  for 
watching  more  carefully  tlie  evidence  by  which  they  are  proved.  Reg. 
V.  Overseers  of  Birmingham,  supra. 

The  declaration  must  be  against  the  proprietory  or  pecuniary  inter- 
est of  the  person  making  it;  7>er  Lord  Brougham  in  Sussex  Peerage 
Case  (1844),  11  CI.  &  Fin.  85,  112;  Reg.  v.  Orerseers  of  Birming- 
Jiavi,  supra.  A  statement  written  or  verbal  l)y  a  deceased  person  to 
the  effect  that  lie  had  only  a  limited  interest  in  property  to  which  he 
was  entitled  has  been  held  to  amount  to  such  a  declaration.  Slg  \, 
Dredge  (1877),  2  P.  D.  91,  46  L.  J.  P.  63,  25  W.  R.  463;  Doed, 
Sheriff  Y.  Coulthred  (1837),  7  Ad.  &  El.  235,  2  X.  &  P.  165,  W.  W.  & 
]).  477;  Flood  v.  Rnssell  (1892),  29  L.  R.  Jr.  91.  On  the  other  hand 
an  entry  by  a  deceased  stockl)n)ker  in  his  day-book  of  a  purchase  of 
certain  shares  for  one  of  his  clients  was  held  not  to  be  against  his 
pecuniary  interest,  because  it  might  according  to  the  turn  of  the 
market  have  been  to  his  advantage;  Masseg  v.  Allen  (1879),  13  Ch.  D- 
558,  4-9  L.  J.  Cli.  76,  41  L.  T.  788,  28  W.  K.  212.  Where  in  a  fore- 
closure action  brouglit  in  1884,  in  respect  of  land  mortgaged  in  1863, 
the  only  evidenc(!  that  interest  had  been  paid  since  1876  was  an  entry 
made  by  a  deceased  mortgagee  in  1878,  it  was  held  that  as  the  entry 
woidd  j)rove  the  revival  of  a  debt  then  statute  barred,  it  was  in  the 
inter<!st  of  Ihe  ni(uigag('(!  and  could  not  be  received  in  favour  of  his 
rcj.rescntative,  tin;  ])Liintiff;  Neirbould  v.  Smith  (1886),  33  Ch.  D.  127- 
55  L.  J.  Ch.  788,  55  L.  T.  194,  34  W.  R.  690. 
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The  statement  must  be  again.st  tlie  interest  of  tlie  person  making  it 
ut  tlie  time  when  it  is  made,  and  it  is  not  sufhcieiit  that  it  might  after- 
wards turn  out  to  be  so.  Tims  an  admission  of  a  <li'bt  in  the  state- 
ment of  affairs  of  a  deceased  bankrupt  is  not  evidence  as  against  his 
trustee  in  bankruptcy,  merely  because  it  might  turn  out  that  there  wa.s 
a  surplus  after  his  creditors  had  been  paid.  /:'./•  /xiiir  Ed ira rdn^  In  re 
Tollemaclni  (C.  A.  1884),  14  Q.  !>.  1).  415;  Ex  part^-,  Rccell,  In  re 
Tolleniarhe  (1884).  13  Q.  B.  D.  720,  54  L.  J.  Q.  P..  89,  51  L.  T.  37(5, 
33  W.  K.  288. 

The  statement  is  evidence  not  only  of  the  jtarticular  fact  which  i.s 
against  interest,  but  also  of  any  other  fact  contained  in  it  and  sub- 
stantially connected  with  tlie  same  subject-matter.  /i''V/.  v.  Overseers 
of  Birmingham  (1861  j,  1  B.  &  S.  763,  31  L.  J.  M.  ('.  6:;.  f,  L.  T.  309, 
10  W.  R.  41;  Taylor  v.  Witham  (1876).  3  Ch.  D.  605.  45  L.  J.  Ch. 
798,  24  AY.  R.  877.  In  this  res[)ect  an  <Mitrv  against  a  man's  interest 
differs  from  one  made  in  the  course  of  Ids  duty  which  does  not  go  be- 
yond those  matters  which  it  was  his  <luty  to  enter.  Perclral  v.  Nanson 
(1851),  7  Ex.  1,  21  L.  J.  Ex.  11. 

An  entrj'  by  a  deceased  person,  charging  hinistdf,  is  admissible 
against  strangers  notwithstanding  that  there  may  be  persons  living  to 
whom  these  facts  are  known  and  w.ho  might  Vie  caUed  as  witnesses. 
Middh-ton  V.  Melton  (1820),  10  15.  &  C.  3L7,  322. 

An  entry  made  more  llum  thirty  years  ago  and  coming  from  the 
proper  custody,  is  admissible  in  evidence  without  proof  of  the  liand- 
writing  of  the  person  by  whom  it  [mrports  to  have  been  made.  Jl'i/nne 
V.  Tt/riv/utt  (1821),  4  B.  &  Aid.  .••.7(;.  23  It.  K.  311. 

AMEHICAX    NOTES. 

The  principal  case  is  cited  and  its  doctrine  ajiproved  by  fireenleaf  (1  Kv. 
•s.  147).  and  is  substantiated  by  Ilos/onl  v.  Roice.  11  Minnesota.  247:  Bird 
■V.  Hueston,  10  OJiio  State,  428:  Ifollw/d)/  v.  Lit/ft/xu/e.  2  Munford  (Virginia), 
aid.  "  If  there  is  anything  settled,  it  is  that  tlip  rule  excluding  hearsay 
-evidence  does  not  apply  to  oral  or  written  declarations  of  deceased  persons 
made  against  their  interest."  '/'oi/lor  v.  Couhl.  .")7  \\-\m.  St:ite.  1.12.  'Hie 
principal  case  is  also  cited  and  approved  in  I',  rk  v.  dhncr.  4  Devereux  & 
Battle  (Xor.  Car.).  240;  IliuLioj  v.  Darl^.  C  New  Ilanii-sliirc,  210.  Cases 
involving  the  precise  principle  of  the  Rule,  and  relating  to  declarations  or 
non-official  entries  by  third  persons  not  claiming  any  ownershi[)  or  interest 
in  the  matter  are  scarce  in  this  country.  ]\Ir.  Wallace,  in  his  note  to  the 
principal  case,  in  2  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  291,  says :  "Hut  although  there 
are  dicta  m  favor  of  the  point  of  Iligham  v.  Ridgivay,  it  is  believed  that  there 
is  no  adjudged  case  in  the  United  States  which  e.stabli.shes  it  as  a  principle 
that  admissions  or  entries  by  a  third  person  against  his  interest  are  adnii.s- 
aible  evidence  after  his  death."     Mr.  Wharton  cites  the  princi)>al  case  with 
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references  to  a  number  of  authorities  which  are  not  in  point,  'i'lie  case  is 
also  included  in  Prof.  Thayer's  Cases  on  Evidence.  The  principal  case 
is  cited  in  NichoUs  v.  Welth,  8  Wheaton  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  384,  the  case  of  an 
entry  by  a  notary,  by  Mr.  Justice  Stoky,  who  says  of  Lord  Ellenborough's 
laying  stress  on  the  circumstance  that  the  entry  was  against  interest,  "  this 
seems  very  artificial  reasoning,  and  could  not  apply  to  the  original  entry  in 
the  day  book,  which  was  made  befoi'e  payment ;  and  even  in  the  ledger  the 
payment  was  alleged  to  have  been  made  six  months  after  the  service.  So 
that  in  truth  at  the  time  of  the  entry  it  was  not  against  the  party's  interest." 
He  continues  :  "  We  think  it  a  safe  principle,  that  memorandums  made  by  a 
person  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his  business,  of  acts  or  matters  which  his 
duty  in  such  business  requires  him  to  do  for  othei's,  in  case  of  his  death,  are 
admissible  evidence  of  the  acts  and  matters  so  done."     In  Leland  v.  Cameron^ 

01  New  York,  115,  the  entry  bj'  an  attorney,  in  his  register,  in  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  action,  of  the  issuing  of  an  execution,  which  could  not  be  found, 
Avas  held,  the  attorney  being  dead,  to  be  competent  evidence  of  the  fact  that 
the  execution  was  issued.  This  is  put  on  the  ground  that  the  entry  was  in 
the  usual  employment  and  without  any  interest  to  misrepresent. 

In  Livingston  v.  Arnoux,  56  New  York,  507,  a  receipt  signed  by  a  deceased 
sheriff,  of  redemption  money  after  sale  on  execution,  was  held  admissible  to 
prove  redemption,  on  authority  of  Leland  v.  Cameron,  and  Nicholls  v.  Wehh, 
supra,  on  the  grounds  of  those  decisions,  and  also  on  the  separate  ground  that 
it  was  against  interest.  In  Augusta  v.  Windsoi;  19  Maine,  317,  a  physician's 
entries  were  admitted,  the  court  holding  that  they  need  not  be  against  inter- 
est. The  principal  case  is  cited  and  followed  in  While  v.  Chouteau,  1  E.  D. 
Smith  (X.  Y.  Com.  PL),  497  (one  Judge  dissenting).  That  was  an  action  by 
a  broker  for  the  price  of  goods  claimed  to  have  been  purchased  and  paid  for 
by  him  and  delivered  to  the  defendant ;  and  the  declaration  of  the  former 
owner,  deceased,  that  he  had  received  payment  therefor  from  the  plaintiff  was 
admitted. 

In  Arms  v.  Middlelon,  '23  Barbour  (X.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.),  571,  an  entry  was 
admitted  in  circumstances  not  imposing  the  duty,  and  where  it  was  not 
against  interest,  but  was  simply  in  accordance  with  the  business  habit  of  the 
person  making  it,  namely,  a  register  kept  by  a  physician  of  births  in  his  own 
])ractice,  the  Court  observing  :  "  It  is  not  necessary,  as  appears  by  several  of 
the  cases,  that  there  should  be  an  absolute  duty,  on  doing  an  act,  to  make  an 
entry  of  it,  to  render  tlie  entry  admissible  after  the  death  of  tlie  person 
making  it;  it  is  sufficient  that  it  is  a  proper  case  for  making  an  entry  of  the 
act.  and  that  such  is  his  usual  practice"  (citing  Augusta  v.  Windsor,  supra). 
This  decision  is  cited  obiter,  witli  apyiroval,  in  Forgo//  v.  Atlantic  3f.  Ins.  Co., 

2  Robertson  (X.  Y.  Suj..  Ct.).  !)G.  l!ut  in  ^^atler  of  J'aige,  Oli  l^arbour,  476, 
it  was  said,  o^«7er,  that  a  memorandum  in  the  hundwiiliiig  of  a  physician, 
in  an  account  book  kept  by  liim,  of  tlie  time  a  child  \v;is  born  under  his 
attendance,  is  inadmissible  as  evidence;  of  the  time  of  the  birth,  after  the 
d<'ath  of  the  physician,  unless  it  is  "  supported  by  jiroof  of  its  truth."  The 
entry  charged  three  dollars  for  tlie  services,  and  on  the  opposite  page  it  was 
marked  "settled."     This  seems  clearlv  wrung;  no  autliorities  are  cited,  and 
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the  .Fudge  merely  observes  that  he  "  knows  of  no  rule  of  evidence  wliieh  would 
allow  such  a  memorandum,"  etc. 

In  New  Hampshire,  to  show  the  character  and  extent  of  an  injury  to  a 
wagon-wheel  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  a  collision  with  the  defendant's 
locomotive,  plaintiif  proved  that  .several  spokes  had  been  broken  as  though  by 
a  blow,  and  that  a  person  since  deceased  had  repaired  the  wheel.  The  account 
book  of  the  deceased  person  was  offeretl  in  evidence.  Jt  showed  a  charge 
again.st  the  plaintiff  for  sixteen  spokes,  together  with  a  .stated  price.  The 
court  held  that  the  evidence  was  admissible  to  show  that  the  injuries  were 
caused  by  the  collision.  Lassoite  v.  Boston  §•  L.  H.  Co.,  (50  New  Hampshire, 
345.  This  is  a  very  exliaustive  treatment  of  the  sul)ject.  The  princijial  case 
was  chiefly  relied  on,  and  many  other  English  cases  were  cited.  Also  Nuurse 
V.  McCaij,  2  Rawle  (Penn.  State),  70,  where  to  show  that  a  deed  was  a 
forgery,  the  account  book  of  a  deceased  magistrate,  showing  charges  for 
acknowledgments  of  three  other  deeds  on  the  same  day,  and  none  for  the  ac- 
knowledgment of  the  deed  in  question,  was  held  admissible.  Also  State  v. 
Phalr,  48  Vermont,  366,  an  indictment  for  the  murder  of  ^Irs.  Freeze.  After 
her  murder  the  prisoner  pawned  a  w'atch.  To  identify  the  watch  as  hers, 
a  book  kept  by  Parmenter,  a  deceased  jeweler,  containing  a  description  of 
watches  repaired  by  him,  was  offered  in  evidence.  It  contained  the  following 
entries:  "Dec.  11,  1871,  Mrs.  Freeze,  gold  anchor,  Freres  (maker).  No. 
50,376,  cleaning  screw,  rei>airing  Jewell,  !|1.50.  Jan.  17,  1873,  Mrs.  Freeze, 
gold  anchor,  Freres,  Xo.  50,370,  cleaning  and  Jewells,  $2.00."  It  was  held 
admissible,  although  it  does  not  appear  that  the  charges  w-ere  marked  paid, 
or  in  any  other  way  that  they  had  been  paid,  and  although  counsel  urge<l.  on 
the  authority  of  the  principal  case,  that  it  must  appear  that  tlie  entries 
were  against  interest.     The  court  relied  on  The  Earl  of  l^orrington's  Cas^e. 

In  Bridgewaierv.  Roxhury,  54  Connecticut,  213,  the  principle  was  extended 
to  the  case  of  entries  by  a  person  who  had  subsequently  become  insane  and 
incomjietent  to  testify,  and  it  was  held  that  they  need  not  be  against  interest. 
This  was  a  settlement  case,  and  the  entries  were  those  of  a  physician  charging 
a  town  for  his  attendance  upon  the  pau]>ers.  A.'^Jimead  v.  CoUnj,  20  Connecti- 
cut. 289,  and  Abelw.  Fitch,  20  Connecticut,  90,  w^ere  cited. 

Entries  made  by  a  deceased  w^ife.  in  her  memorandum  book,  of  payments 
to  her  husband,  are  not  receivable  against  him.  Miller  v.  Clark.  5  Lansing 
(N.  Y.  Supr.  Ct.),  388. 

In  Brennun  v.  Ilidl,  131  Xew  York,  100,  the  question  was  as  to  the  owner- 
sliip  of  a  mortgage  held  in  his  lifetime  by  Hall,  it  being  claimed  by  ^lary  11. 
.larvis  as  against  Sarah  A.  Jarvis.  Offer  in  evidence  was  made  of  a  memo- 
randum made  on  the  mortgage  by  Hall,  to  the  effect  that  Sarah  furnished 
the  money  to  buy  it,  and  that  it  did  not  belong  to  him,  but  was  to  be  reas- 
signed to  her  or  to  her  order,  and  binding  him.seli  so  to  reassign.  The  Court 
observed  :  "  Defendants  offered  to  put  in  evidence  the  indorsement  upon  the 
envelope  and  tlie  other  ]iaper,  for  the  i)urpose  of  showing  that  the  mortgage 
actually  belonged  to  Sarah  A.  Jarvis,  and  was  held  by  Hall  in  trust  for  her. 
It  was  claimed  that  the  evidence  was  competent  because  these  were  written 
declarations  and  entries  made  by  Hall,  then  deceased,  which  were  against  his 
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interest  when  made.  There  is  a  well-recognized  exception  to  the  rule  which 
excludes  hearsay  evidence,  by  which  declarations  and  entries  made  by  persons 
since  deceased,  against  their  interest  when  made,  are  allowed.  Such  declara- 
tions and  entries  are  received  because  of  the  extreme  improbability  that  the 
person  making  them  would  fabricate  or  falsely  make  them  against  his  own 
interest.  (1  Greenleaf's  Ev.  s.  147  et  seq.)  To  bring  the  declarations  and 
entries  in  such  a  case  within  the  exception,  the  fundamental  requirement  is 
that  they  should  at  the  time  be  against  the  interest  of  the  person  making 
them.  The  exception  does  not  apply  here  because  these  statements  of  Hall 
were,  when  made,  against  the  interest  of  i\Iary  H.  Jarvis,  and  not  against  his 
interest.  He  never  at  any  time  claimed  to  hold  the  mortgage  as  his  own,  and 
never  in  fact  owned  it,  and  the  defendants,  upon  the  trial,  did  not  claim  he 
ever  owned  it,  or  that  they  had  any  interest  in  it.  Tf  these  statements  were 
allowed  as  evidence,  they  would  simply  tend  to  show  that  the  money  in 
controversy  belonged  to  Sarah  A.  Jarvis,  and  hence  they  are  not  within 
the  reason  of  the  exception,  and  it  is  confidently  believed  that  no  authority 
can  be  found  holding  such  statements  coin})etent  evidence  under  such 
circumstances." 

The  doctrine  is  universally  applied  in  cases  of  official  or  ^^asi-ofRcial 
entries :  as  for  example,  the  church  record  of  baptism  to  prove  the  date  of 
the  baptism.  Whkchcr  v.  McLmujlilin,  115  Massachusetts,  167.  So  of  a 
notary's  entries  :  Spaiui  v.  BallzelL  1  Florida,  301  ;  46  Am.  Dec.  340.  See 
Skier  v.  Gehr,  lOo  Penn.  State,  577 ;  51  Am.  Rep.  207 ;  Hunt  v.  Order  of  Chosen 
Friends,  64  Michigan,  671;  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  855:  "  Those  (baptismal)  registers 
serve  a  purpose  equivalent  to  that  served  by  family  records.  In  this  country 
they  are  fairly  to  be  dealt  with  as  equivalent  to  corporation  records,  wliich 
are  generally  evidence  of  such  matters  as  are  recorded  in  the  usual  course  of 
affairs.  There  is  not  much  autliority  on  the  subject  here,  but  all  the  analo- 
gies and  reasons  which  apply  to  otJier  presumptively  correct  documents  apply 
to  these."  Citing  Hnlchins  v.  Kimmell,  31  Michigan,  126;  18  Am.  Rep.  164 
(marriage)  ;  Dnrfee  v.  Abbott,  61  ^Michigan,  471  (baptism  but  not  age)  ;  Lewis 
V.  Marshall,  5  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup.  C't.),  470  (burial).  "  The  rejection  of  such 
proofs  would  be  disastrous.  They  are  relied  on  by  the  whole  community." 
So  of  an  entry  made  by  a  school-teacher  of  the  ages  of  ])upils  on  entering 
soJiool.  Pcoplfi  V.  Bron\  90  Hun  (X.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.).  514.  So  in  ITr/.sA  v.  /Uirrrlt, 
15  Massaclnisctts,  37f(,  entries  made  by  a  bank  messengei'  in  liis  Ik  ok  of  de- 
mands on  and  notices  to  makers  of  notes  left  in  Ihe  bank  for  collecfion 
(founded  on   tin-  J'Jarl  of  Torriiifjlon's  Case). 

In  Lawmicev.  Kimball.  \  Metcalf  (Mass.).  521.  an  action  against  an  assessor 
for  selling  property  for  taxes,  on  the  ground  that  they  had  been  paid  to  a  de- 
ceased collectov,  the  Court,  Sn.\w.  C".  J.,  excluded  oral  declarations,  observing  : 
'•It  was  argued  that  this  was  within  another  exception  to  tlie  rule  resjiecting 
hearsay,  viz.,  that  the  admission  was  made  by  the  coUectoi-,  in  a  matter  against 
his  interest  at  the  time,  inasmuch  as  it  rendered  him  liable  to  the  town  as  for 
so  much  money  collected.  Ilir/ham  v.  Ridgway,  10  East,  100.  But  we  think 
this  has  })een  confined  wholly  to  the  case  of  entries  made  in  books,  or  otiier 
receipts,  documents,  or  written  memoranda,  made  by  a  person  deceased,  iu 
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relation  to  a  iiuitter  contrary  to  liLs  interest  at  the  time,  and  wliicli  went  to 
charge  him  with  some  debt  or  duty,  10  East,  ubi  sup.  iJe  liulzeii  v.  Farr, 
•1  Adolph.  &  Ellis,  53.  This  distinction  was  taken  and  relied  on,  and  made 
the  ground  of  decision,  in  Fnuniiighain  Manu/acluriny  Co.  v.  Barnard,  U 
Piclc.  5"32.  It  was  founded  mainly  on  the  consiileration  of  the  clearness  and 
certainty  of  such  written  inemoranda  made  by  a  party,  against  liis  interest, 
in  contradistinction  to  the  looseness  and  uncertainty  of  verbal  statements,  or 
even  of  letters.  We  think,  upon  a  view  of  the  authorities,  that  the  evidence 
was  not  admissible  on  that  ground.  It  was  evidence  of  tlie  statements  of  the 
collector,  not  in  writing,  made  to  third  persons,  in  the  course  of  casual  conver- 
sation, and  not  in  the  exercise  of  his  authority  as  collector."  This  distinction 
is  disapproved  in  LirlngMon  v.  Arnoux.  supra,  the  Comt  saying  "there  is  no 
jirinciple  upon  which  it  can  be  supported  ;  "  and  it  is  pointedly  condemned, 
aft  'r  learned  examination  of  all  the  authorities,  English  and  American,  in 
Cuiii;/  of  Mahaska  v.  Ingalls,  16  Iowa,  81.  The  Court  conclude:  "Our 
(-xamination  and  survey  of  this  subject  may  be  thus  summed  up  :  This  species 
of  evidence  being  somewhat  anomalous  in  its  character,  and  standing  on  the 
ultima  Thule  of  competent  tesrimony,  is  not  highly  favored  by  the  courts,  and 
tlie  tendency  is  to  restrict  rather  than  to  enlarge  the  right  to  receive  it,  or  at 
least  to  require  the  evidence  to  be  brought  clearly  within  all  the  conditions 
requisite  for  its  reception."  These  conditions,  the  Court  continue,  are  as 
follows:  (1)  the  declarant  must  be  dead;  (2)  the  declaration  must  have  been 
against  the  declarant's  interest ;  (3),  it  must  relate  to  a  matter  of  which  the 
declarant  was  immediately  and  personally  cognizable ;  (4)  there  must  have 
been  no  possible  motive  to  falsify. 


■     No.  15. —  THOMPSON   ex   ux.   v.  TEEVANTON. 

(1694.) 

No.  16. —  REX  V.   LORD  GEORGE  GORDON. 
(1781.) 

IJULE. 

Words  and  declarations  are  admissible  when  they  ac- 
company, or  immediately  —  and  so  that  there  is  no  time 
for  reflection  —  follow  (and  tend  to  set  a  character  npon) 
some  act  or  event  the  nature  of  which  is  the  subject  of 
enquiry. 
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tSkimicr,  40"2. 
Evidence.  —  Statements  acconvpaniiDirf  act  or  event. 

[402]  Ituled  upon  evidence,  that  a  mayhem  may  be  given  in 
evidence,  in  an  action  of  trespass  of  assault,  battery,  and 
wounding,  us  an  evidence  of  wounding,  per  Holt,  Chief  Justice ; 
and  in  this  case  he  also  allowed,  that  what  the  wife  said  immediate 
upon  the  hurt  received,  and  before  that  she  had  time  to  devise  or 
contrive  anything  for  her  own  advantage,  might  be  given  in  evi- 
dence ;  Quod  nota  ;  this  was  at  Nisi  Prius  in  Middlesex  for  wound- 
ing of  the   wife  of  the  plaintiff. 

Rex  V.  Lord  George  Gordon. 

21  Howell's  State  Trials,  486,  535,  539. 

Evidence.  —  Cry  of  Mob  in  a  Tumult. 

In  a  trial  for  High  Treason  by  assembling  a  multitude  of  persons  by  force 
and  arms  to  compel  the  repeal  (^f  a  certain  Act  of  Parliament,  the  cry  of  the 
mob  assembled  on  the  occasion  is  evidence  as  tending  to  throw  light  on  the 
general  intent  of  the  persons  assembled. 

(Before  Lord  Mansfield,  L.  Ch.  J.,  Willes,  J.,  Ashukst,  J.,  and 
BULLER,  J.) 

[5  and  6  Feb.,  1781.]  On  the  trial  of  Lord  George  Gordoil  for 
High  Treason  on  an  indictment  charging  him  with  levying  war 
upon  the  King  by  means  of  an  armed  assemblage  of  persons,  the 

following  evidence  {inter  alia)  was  given  :  — 
[535]       Mr.  Thomas  Gates  sworn. 

Examined  by  Mr.  Attorney-General. 

You  are  the  City  marshal? —  I  am. 

J)o  you  recollect  any  tlisturbances  in  the  city  of  London  on  Sun- 
day the  4th  of  June  ?  —  T  recollect  a  disturbance  on  both  Sunday 
and  Monday,  the  4th  and  5th  of  June.  On  the  4th  it  was  in 
Whites  Alley,  Moorfields  ;  it  was  at  a  Koman  Catholic  chapel. 

Were  there  any  houses  destroyed?  —  Yes,  three  houses  were 
destroyed  there. 

Were  they  the  houses  of  Koman  Catholics?  —  I  believe  they 
were  ;  they  were  reputed  so. 

What  was  the  cry  ?  —  No  Topery  ! 
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What  was  done  upon  the  Monday? 

Mr.  Keiiyuu.  I  shall  not  permit  improper  qnestions  to  be  asked 
witliout  objecting-  to  them  ;  this  is  not  conneeled  with  the  business 
<jf  Friday,  it  is  a  different  overt  act;  it  is  in  a  diiVerent  county. 

Attorney-General.  After  proving  an  overt  act  in  one  county  I 
may  give  evidence  of  one  in  anotlier. 

Mr.  Kenyon.  I  object  to  it,  because  it  is  irregular;  not  for  fear 
of  the  consequences  to  my  client. 

Attorney-General.  I  submit  to  the  Court  that  after  the  incite- 
ment we  have  proved,  whether  the  business  was  all  done  on  Satur- 
day night,  or  continued  for  several  days,  it  is  evidence  to  be 
received  —  it  was  the  same  cry. 

Court.  No  doubt  you  are  at  liberty  to  give  in  evidence  every- 
thing which  sliows  that  the  mob,  so  assembled,  on  the  2nd  of  June, 
liad  a  general  intent,  Ijy  terror  and  acts  of  violence,  to  force  a 
repeal  of  the  law.  That  does  not  af!'ect  the  prisoner  till  you  make 
him  accessaiy  and  pri\y  ti>  it;  but  every  circumstance  that  tends 
to  show  their  intent  you  may  give  in  evidence.  If  you  give  evi- 
dence of  an  overt  act  in  the  county  where  it  is  laid,  you  mny  to  be 
sure  give  evidence  of  an  overt  act  in  another  county,  and  you  liave 
done  it  already,  for  you  began  with  an  overt  act  in  the  county  of 
Surrey.  We  cannot  adjourn  in  tliis  case  at  all.  I  wonder  you 
don't  rather  confine  your  examination  to  acts  of  violence  at  the  very 
time,  on  the  '2nd  of  June,  upon  tlie  niend)ers  of  both  Houses  of 
Parlianient. 

Had  the  people  aiiy  cockades  ? — They  had  l)lue  cockades. 

What  was  done  upon  the  ]\Ionday  ?  —  They  *  had  not  [*;").">(")] 
completely  finished   tlie  business   they  were  about:  they 
assembled  again  to  pull  up  the  floors  and  demolish  the  walls. 

What  was  done  on  the  Tuesday? — They  liad  Hred  the  gaol  of 
Newgate,  the  Fleet,  Mr.  Langdale's,  and  several  other  houses. 

Were  they  the  houses  of  reputed  lloman  Catholics?  — Tliey  were. 

They  set  fire  to  the  jails  ?* — Yes,  and  delivered  all  the  prisoners. 

What  was  done  the  next  day?  —  They  met  a  repulse  the  nex-t 
day. 

What  was  the  cry,  at  nil  these  times,  when  they  pulled  down 
these  houses  ?  —  No  Popery. 

Court.  You  said  the  cry  was  No  Popery :  do  you  mean  to  con- 
fine that  to  one  day,  or  was  it  every  day  ?  —  That  cry  continued 
every  day  till  the  soldiers  fired  at  them. 
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"William  Hyde,  Esq.,  sworn. 

Examined  by  Mr.  Howorth. 

You  are  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  this  county  ? —  Yes. 

Were  you  on  the  2nd  of  June  obsei'ving  the  conduct  of  the  people 
at  the  foreign  ministers'  chapel  ?  —  Yes ;  I  was  in  Warwick  Street 
on  Friday  at  about  twelve  o'clock  at  night;  when  I  came  down  to 
AVarwick  Street  1  saw  a  v;ist  nundjer  of  people  with  cockades  in 
their  hats ;  I  went  with  a  party  of  soldiers  to  secure  as  many  of 
the  rioters  as  I  possibly  could  ;  as  soon  as  I  came  to  the  front 
of  the  house  I  saw  a  man  bringing  something  out  belonging  to 
the  chapel.  I  struck  at  him,  I  knocked  him  down,  and  sent  him 
to  the  watch-house. 

Was  the  chapel  destroyed  ?  —  All  the  inside  of  it  was. 

AVas  any  cry  made  use  of  by  the  people  you  saw  assembled  there 
with  cockades  ?  —  Yes,  Down  with  it!  No  Popery  ! 

AYhat  force  had  you  to  disperse  tliis  m(3b  ^ — About  twenty 
soldiers. 

Do  you  remember,  on  the  Sunday  evening  following,  being  called 
upon  to  act  anywhere  as  a  magistrate?  —  I  was  called  upon,  on  the 
Sunday  evening,  to  go  to  Lincoln's  Inn-Fields  ;  there  were  a  number 
of  people  demolishing  the  remainder  of  that  chajiid. 

AVhat  number  of  persons  did  you  observe  tliere  ?  —  Some  hun- 
dreds or  thousands. 

Did  you  observe  whether  they  had  any  cockades? — I  cannot 
take  upon  me  to  say. 

What  did  you  observe  on  the  Monday  ?  —  I  was  at  Warwick 
Street  chapel  on  tlie  ]\Ionday  ;  information  came  to  me,  that  they 
were  going  to  destroy  Sir  (Jeorge  Savile's  house  ;  I  set  out;  there 
was  a  vast  nundjer  of  people  with  cockades  in  theii'  hats.  The 
hoi'se  guai'ds  iiiimedialidy  came  into  the  squai'e,  I  went  at  the  head 
of  tliem,  and  witli  a  great  deal  to  do  we  drove  the  peo})le  away. 

Was  any  genei'al  cry  made  use  of  by  the  peo])le  at  Sir  George 
Savile's? — Yes,  Down  with  it!  Xo  Popery! 

.  Do  you  recollect  on  the  Tuesday,  the  6th  of  Jun(\  being  called 
u])()ii  anywhere?  —  On  Tuesday  the  (ith  of  June  I  met 
[■*r).")7]  some  of  my  *bi(ilb('r  magistrates  at  Westminster;  my 
station  was  fixed  at  Charing  Cross.  While  I  was  there  I 
was  informed  a  vast  number  of  ])eople  had  conui  with  flags,  and 
stop])ed  all  the  avenues  to  Ixitli  Houses  ol"  Pailiiinient.  I  found 
several  eoaelies  were  sto|i])C(l   in    l';iilj;iini'iit   Sli'ci^l.and  several  in 
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Palace-yard ;  some  they  wrote  upon  Xo  Popery,  others  they  would 
not  let  go  along  at  any  rate.  I  immediately  set  off  to  acquaint 
some  jnore  magistrates,  who  were  in  the  neighhourhood  ;  I  then 
went  to  call  out  the  horse  and  foot  guards;  when  we  <'anu'  into 
Palace-yard  w^e  saw  several  coaches  stopped  by  the  mob ;  we  drove 
the  mob  away,  and  the  coaches  went  peaceably  along. 

Do  you  know  to  whom  those  coaches  belonged  ? —  Xo  ;  while  we 
were  in  Palace-yard  clearing  the  way,  information  was  brouglit 
that  many  coaches  were  stopped  in  coming. to  the  House;  1  set  out 
to  clear  Parliament  Street  several  times  ;  at  last  a  gentleman  came 
and  said,  "Lord  Sandwich  was  killed  or  lay  dying  in  Parliament 
Street ;  that  he  was  murdered  or  near  it,  or  would  be  before  we 
could  arrive."  We  set  off  directly  ;  at  the  end  of  Parliament  Street 
we  found  Lord  Sandwicli's  carriage  broke,  and  his  lordship  was  cut 
11) ion  the  left  side  of  his  head. 

Court.  Was  that  done  by  part  of  this  multitude  ?  —  By  part  of 
the  mob. 

In  what  state  did  you  find  him?  —  The  mob  was  aliout  his  lord- 
ship; he  was  cut  on  the  head,  and  the  glasses  of  the  chariot  vrere 
broken  ;  I  asked  his  lordship  which  way  he  would  please  to  go,  he 
said  home ;  I  conducted  him  home. 

What  force  had  you  with  you  at  the  time  ?  —  I  suppose  a  dozen 
or  fourteen  of  the  light-horse ;  after  conducting  his  lordship  home 
we  came  back  again  to  Parliament  Street,  where  the  coaches  as 
usual  were  stopped ;  we  cleared  the  street  as  well  as  we  could, 
and  got  into  Palace-yard  again. 

Had  those  persons  about  Lord  Sandwich's  coach  any  cockades  in 
their  hats  ?  —  They  had  blue  cockades  in  their  hats. 

Was  there  any  cry  made  use  of  by  these  people? — In  Par- 
liament Street  the  cry  was  Xo  Popery ! 

Did  you  observe  that  this  multitude,  who  assembled  on  Tuesday, 
had  anything  in  their  hands?  —  At  first  they  had  no  weapons; 
there  were  flags  flying,  they  were  shouting  and  making  a  noise,  and 
crying  Xo  Popery  !  In  the  beginning  of  the  afternoon,  or  about 
three  or  four  o'clock,  they  got  some  weapons. 

What  weapons  ?  —  Xew  faggot-sticks,  oak-sticks,  the  bark  of 
which  had  been  peeled  off;  this  was  on  Tuesday  the  6th  of  June. 

What  number  of  these  people  were  there  thus  assemlded  ?  —  I 
suppose  some  thousands. 

In  consequence  of  tins  conduct  of  yours,  was  anything  done  to 
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your  house  ?  —  My  house  in  St.  Martin's  Street  was  pulled  down  on 
Tuesday,  and  on  Wednesday  my  house  at   Islington  was    pulled 

down. 
[*  538]     *  Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Kenyon. 

You  were  not  present  when  Lord  Sandwich  was  stopped, 
and  his  carriage  broken  ?  —  I  was  not. 

You  know  nothing  of  the  parties  who  did  that?  —  No. 

Attorney-General.  You  found  Lord  Sandwich  in  the  hands  of 
the  mob  ?  —  I  did ;  one  man,  a  resolute  impudent  fellow,  had  a 
stick  with  a  large  head,  with  a  leather  apron  or  something  twisted 
round  the  top  of  it ;  he  said  "  if  he  did  not  murder  him  then,  he 
would  before  he  had  done  with  him." 

Mr.  Kenyon.  Who  that  man  was  you  do  not  know  ?  —  I  do  not, 
my  attention  was  to  his  lordship. 

Henry  Lord  Porchester  sworn. 

Examined  by  Mr.  Attorney-General. 

Was  your  lordship  at  the  House  of  Commons  on  the  2nd  of 
June  last  ?  —  I  was. 

Was  there  a  riot  at  the  House  ?  —  There  was. 

Did  you  observe  anything  in  the  hats  of  the  rioters  ?  —  Yes,  blue 
cockades. 

Did  your  lordship  observe,  whether  the  prisoner  had  or  not 
a  blue  cockade  that  day  ?  —  I  did  not  see  the  prisoner  that  day  but 
in  the  House  of  Commons.  I  shall  wish,  if  I  may  be  permitted,  to 
ask  of  the  Court  — ■ 

Court.  It  is  not  worth  while  to  lose  a  minute  about  it,  for 
several  of  the  witnesses  have  said  they  saw  him  with  a  blue 
cockade. 

One  of  the  -Jury.     Had  Lord  George  Gordon  a  blue  cockade  on 
Tuesday  the  6th  ?■ — I  only  saw  the  prisoner  in  the  House. 
■   Court.     No  matter  where ;  did  you  see  him  with  a  blue  cockade 
on  the  Tuesday  ?  —  I  certainly  did  in  the  House. 

John  Lucy  sworn. 

Examined  by  Mr.  Norton. 

W(!re  you  in  Palace-yard  on  Tuesday  the  6tli  of  June  ?  —  I  was. 

At  what  time?  — Between  four  and  five  o'clock  in  the  after- 
noon. 

What  did  you  observe  there  ?  —  A  very  large  mob. 

H;id  they  anything  in  their  hats?  —  Some  had  blue  cockades, 
but  I  had  not  one  in  my  hat. 
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Was  there  any  general  cry  amongst  tlieni  '(  —  Tlie  cry  of 
No   Popery  ! 

Did  you  see  them  have  any  Hags  ?  —  I  saw  three  flags. 

Do  you  know  any  of  the  persons  who  carried  tho.se  flags?  — 
Yes,  one  James  Jackson.  As  soon  as  Justice  Hyde  had  ordered 
tlie  liorse  to  ride  amongst  the  mob  to  disperse  tliem  in  Palace-yard, 
then  Jackson  hoisted  the  Hag,  and  said  "  to  Hyde's  house  a-hoy," 
for  them  to  destroy  it  because  Mr.  Hyde  had  ordered  tlie  horse  to 
ride  amongst  the  mob.  Jackson  carried  a  black  and  red  flag,  he 
proceeded  in  front  of  the  mob,  and  was  followed  by  some 
liundreds  of  people  to  Justice  Hyde's  *  liouse.  I  went  to  Mr.  [*  539] 
Hyde's  house,  and  saw  James  Jackson  there  with  tlie  same 
flag,  and  I  .saw  the  goods  tlirown  out  of  Mr.  Hyde's  house. 

How  long  did  the  mob  stay  there  ?  —  Xear  an  liour  T  ])elieve. 

What  was  done  afterwards  '.  —  After  the  goods  were  thrown 
into  tlie  street  and  burnt,  James  Jackson  waved  his  flac  and 
walked  backwards  and  forwards  in  St.  Martin's  Street,  and  then 
cried  out,  "A-hoy  for  Newgate;"  the  mob  followed  him  in  great 
numbers  to  Newgate  to  let  out  the  prisoners.  I  saw  him  afterwards 
at  Newgate,  and  I  saw  him  inside  Mr.  Akerman's  parlour  at  the 
window,  with  the  flag  in  his  hand.^ 

Was  Newgate  burnt?  —  It  was.  I  was  one  of  the  Protestant 
Association ;  I  knew  this  James  Jackson  to  Ite  a  very  desperate 
young  fellow. 

Barnard  Turner,  Esq.,  sworn. 

Examined  by  ]\Ir.  Howorth. 

Mr.  Kenyon.     AVhat  business  are  you  ?  —  A  sugar  refiner. 

Mr.  Howorth.  You  will  please  to  inform  the  Court  of  the  dis- 
turbances on  the  Wednesday  night  wliich  fell  within  your  observa- 
tion ?  —  On  Wednesday  evening,  about  six  or  seven  o'clock,  the 
London  Military  Association,  which  I  had  the  honour  to  command, 
marched  to  Bread  Street,  to  disperse  a  mob  which  was  then  destroy- 
ing a  Mr.  Donovan's  house.  We  came  in  sight  of  Mr.  Donovan's 
house,  and  saw  a  very  large  mob  were  taking  out  the  furniture 
from  Mr.  Donovan's  liouse,  and  burning  it  in  the  street  before  the 
house ;  we  halted  a  little  before  we  came  to  them,  and  I  as  com- 
manding officer  of  that  detachment,  used  all  the  arguments  I  could 

^  James  Jackson  was  tried  at  the  Old  house,  of  which  he  was  convicted,  and  wa.s 
Bailey  in  June  session,  for  being  con-  executetL  See  the  Session's  paper  of  th« 
earned  in  the  demolition  of  Mr.  Akerman's    preceding  mayoralty.  No.  416,  page  61 5. 
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to  disperse  them  without  force,  but  I  found  it  ineffectual,  and  we 
were  afterwards  obliged  to  fire  ;  after  firing  for  four  or  five  minutes, 
the  mob  dispersed,  and  some  prisoners  were  taken  in  Mr.  Dono- 
van's house ;  afterwards  the  Association  marched  down  to  St. 
Catherine's,  where  some  of  the  mob  were  destroying  the  house  of 
one  Lebarty  ;  the  rest  of  Wednesday  evening  and  Thursday  morn- 
ing, the  Association  were  employed  in  marching  after  the  mob, 
wherever  they  heard  they  were  assembled,  and  dispersing  them  on 
Thursday  about  six  or  seven  o'clock  in  the  morning,  the  Associa- 
tion were  dismissed  for  that  time. 

Was  there  any  general  cry  made  use  of  by  the  persons  concerned 
in  the  destruction  of  these  houses  ?  —  The  general  cry  I  observed 
was,  "  No  Popery,  no  Popery  !  Down  with  the  Papists,"  and  ex- 
pressions of  tliat  kind. 

[64.'5-647]  Lord  M.^xsfield.  In  charging  the  jury,  after  stat- 
ing that  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for  that  species  of 
high  treason  which  is  called  levying  war  against  the  King,  ex- 
plained the  law  upon  that  subject. 

He  then  referred  to  Sir  George  Savile's  Act,  and  endeavoured  to 
refute  the  popular  impression  that  that  Act  was  a  toleration  of 
popery. 

He  observed  that  the  Act  passed  in  the  time  of  Charles  II., 
which  forbids  more  than  ten  persons  to  attend  a  petition  to  the 
King  or  either  House  of  Parliament,  is  in  force,  notwithstanding 
the  Bill  of  Eights. 

Having  read  the  evidence  vcrhaiim  to  the  jury,  he  concluded  as 
follows :  — 

"The  points  foi'  ymi  to  determine  are  — 

"Whether  this  multitude  were  assembled  and  acted  with  an 
intent  to  force  a  repeal  of  this  (called  Sir  George  Savile's)  Act,  and 
if  you  think  such  was  their  intent,  whether  the  shai-e  the  prisoner 
hiid  in  getting  together  such  a  nund)er  of  ])eop]e  to  go  down  to  the 
House  of  Commons  —  in  meeting  them  in  St.  (Jeorge's  Fields  —  in 
talking  to  them  in  the  lobby  —  in  wenring  the  cockade  on  Friday 
and  Saturday  —  or  in  any  other  })art  of  his  eoiKhict  —  had  the  same 
intent  by  the  terror  of  an  outrageous  multitiule,  and  the  violences 
they  committed  and  threatened,  to  force  a  roponl  of  this  Act. 

"If  there  was  no  such  intention  either  in  the  mob  or  the 
j)risoner,  he   ought  to  be  acquitted;    but  if  you  thiidc  there  was 


Jt.  C.  VOL.  XI.]      SECT.  III.  —  SPECI.\L    EVIDENCE    ADMISSIDLE.  2S9 

Nos.  15,  16.  —  Thompson  v.  Trevanion  ;  K.  v.  Gordon.  —  Notes. 

such  an  intent  in  the  multitude,  incited,  promoted,  or  encouraged 

hy  the  prisoner,  then  you  ought  to  liiid  liini  guihy.  If  the  scale 
sliould  hang  doubtful,  and  you  are  not  fully  satisfied  that  he  is 
guilty,  you  ought  to  lean  on  the  favourable  side  and  ac(|uit  him." 

Jlic  jury  found  Uie  prisoner  Not  Guiltj. 

ENCiLISII    NOTES. 

Ill  an  action  by  the  as.sioiiees  of  ;i  bunkrupt  to  recover  pro[)erty  of 
the  bankrupt,  bis  declarations  a.s  to  tlie  state  of  liis  atfa^irs  at  the  time 
the  defendant  became  possessed  of  tlie  [)roperty  are  admissible  on  be- 
half of  the  plaintiffs  for  the  pui'pose  of  showing  a  fraudulent  preference. 
Vacher  v.  Cnrks  (1829),  :\r.  &  M.  353;  Herbert  v.  WUcocks  (1829), 
lb.  355  n.  In  such  an  action  the  declarations  of  the  bankrupt  as  to 
his  motives  for  absenting  himself  from  home,  made  at  the  time,  are 
evidence  to  prove  an  act  of  bankruptcy;  Bufemdn  v.  Bailey  (1794),  5 
T.  R.  512;  Roudi  v.  Great  Western  RaUivaij  Co.  (1841),  1  Q.  B.  51, 
4  P.  &  D.  686,  and  a  direction  given  to  his  servant  to  deny  him  to  his 
creditors  is  admissible  for  the  same  purpose,  provided  it  be  followed 
by  an  actual  denial  or  some  other  act  which  is  evidence  of  an  actual 
as  distinct  from  an  intentional  beginning  to  keep  liouse.  Fisher  v. 
Boueher  (1830),  10  B.  &  C.  705.  In  criminal  charges  (such  as  rape) 
where  non-consent  is  a  material  element,  the  statement  of  the  prosecu- 
trix made  when  tlie  act  is  recent  is  evidence  for  the  prosecution,  so  far 
only  as  it  enables  the  jury  to  judge  whether  her  conduct  was  consis- 
tent with  her  testimony  that  the  acts  complained  of  were  against  her 
will.  But  such  statement  is  no  evidence  of  the  acts  themselves. 
Reg.  V.  LlUiiman  (19  June.  1896),  1896,  2  Q.  B.  167,  65  L.  J.  M.  C. 
195. 

Where  in  an  action  by  the  indorsee  of  a  promissory  note  against  the 
maker,  the  defence  was  that  it  was  made  under  a  usurious  agreement, 
letters  from  the  payee  to  the  maker  contemporaneous  with  the  making 
were  admitted  to  prove  the  usury;  Kent  v.  Lou-en  (1808).  1  Camp. 
177:  and  wdiere  in  a  similar  action  it  appeared  that  the  ])biintiff  had 
parted  with  possession  of  tlie  note  to  his  iiidorser.  a  letter  si'iit  along 
with  the  note  was  held  admissible  as  showing  \A'hy  he  had  done  so, 
Bruee  v.  llurlij  (1815),  1  Starkie,  23.  In  an  action  by  the  indorsee 
of  a  bill  against  the  drawer,  the  statements  of  the  drawee  when  the  bill 
was  presented  were  held  admissible  as  to  want  of  assets;  but  not  what 
was  said  by  hi  in  after  the  bill  became  due.  Prldeavx  v.  Collier  (\.?>\~), 
2  Starkie,  57. 

In  order  to  prove  that  a  deed  was  made  in  consideration  of  a  mar- 
riage, it  may  be  .shown  that  the  settlor  instructed  his  solicitor  to  pre- 
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pare  the  deed  as  a  marriage  settlement,  and  referred  to  it  as  such 
before  tlie  marriage.  Tall  v.  Padett  (1829),  M.  &  M.  472.  State- 
ments by  a  deceased  \endur  at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  indicate  the 
propert}^  sold  are  admissible  for  its  identification.  Parrott  v.  Watts 
(1877),  47  L.  J.  C.  P.  79,  37  L.  T.  758.  In  order  that  a  declara- 
tion by  a  deceased  tenant  for  life  may  be  admissible  against  the 
remainder  man,  it  must  be  accomj)anied  by  some  act  done  by  the 
tenant  for  life;  an  act  done  by  a  third  i»arty  is  not  enough;  Howe  v. 
Malkin  (1878),  40  L.  T.  196,  27  W.  \\.  340.  In  an  action  for  tres- 
pass to  the  plaintiff's  garden,  by  an  adjoining  owner,  declai-ations 
by  the  defendant's  predecessor  in  title  as  to  a  right  of  way  through 
the  garden  were  held  admissible.  Bennlson  v.  Cartn-rifjJit  (1864), 
5  B.  &  S.  1. 

The  declarations  of  a  woman  shortl}'^  before  her  life  was  insured 
as  to  the  state  of  her  health  were  held  admissible  in  an  action  by 
her  husband  on  the  policy.  Areson  v.  Lord  Kinnaird  (1805),  6  East, 
188,  2  Smith,  286,  8  E.  R.  455.  On  an  indictment  for  murder, 
statements  bj'  the  deceased,  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner,  as  to  her 
present  bodily  condition,  are  admissible  in  order  to  prove  that  her 
death  resulted  from  that  condition,  but  are  inadmissible  in  so  far  as 
they  narrate  the  cause  of  that  condition.  Reg.  v.  Glosti-r  (1888),  16 
Cox  C.  C.  471. 

A  declaration  by  a  })laintiff  to  the  defendant  is  admissible  where  it 
comes  within  the  principle  stated  in  the  rule.  Hayslep  v.  Gi/vier 
(1834),  1  Ad.  &  El.  162.  Tlius  in  an  action  in  respect  of  a  false  repre- 
sentation as  to  a  person's  solvency,  by  which  the  plaintiffs  had  been 
led  to  trust  him  with  goods,  their  declarations  made  at  the  time  to  the 
effect  that  they  trusted  him  in  consequence  of  the  rej)resentation,  are 
admissible  on  their  behalf.  Fc/Ioiccs  v.  WlUiavison  (1829),  ]M.  &  ]M. 
306,  and  see  Bruce  v.  Hurh/.  sirpra. 

On  the  same  principle  on  an  indictment  for  holding  a  seditious 
meeting,  evidence  was  admitted  of  inscvi]>tions  and  devices  on  flags 
displayed  at  the  meeting  without  producing  the  originals;  Bex  v. 
Ilnut  (1S20),  3  B.  &  Aid.  566,  22  R.  R.  485:  and  a  placard  con- 
taining a  proclamation  by  a  foreign  government  and  posted  uj)  in  a 
foreign  port,  was  allowed  to  be  j)roved  by  a  copy  with  a  view  to  show- 
ing the  nature  of  the  proclamation  :  Bruce  v.  JVicofojmlo  (1855),  11 
Ex.  129,  24  L.  J.  Ex.  321. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

Tlie  I'lile  correctly  expresses  the  doctrine  of  rev  f/cxtCE  held  in  this  country, 
rjreenleaf  cites  botli  the  principal  cases.  Air.  Cliainberlayne  is  of  opinion 
that  the  rule  "has  received  extended  development  in  this  country  beyond  the 
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limited  Englisii  rule,"  and  tliat  "  the  principle  recu;j;iii/c(l,  more  or  le.s.s 
clearly,  by  the  American  authorities  is  this:  Oral  or  written  declarations,  l)y 
whomever  made,  accompanying  and  assisting  to  constitute  tacts  in  issue  or 
facts  evidentiary  thereto,  are  comjietent  evidence,  provided  such  declaration  be 
contemporaneous  with  the  fact  wiiich  it  assists  to  constitute,  and  so  limit, 
explain  or  characterize  such  fact  as  in  a  just  sense  to  be  a  part  of  it  and  nec- 
es.sary  to  its  complete  understanding."  Tlie  mass  of  cases  substantiating 
this  definition  is  enormous,  and  fair  examples  are  Lund  v.  Tynysboroufili,  \) 
Cushing  (Mass.):{t);  11  ibid.,oi)  Am.  Dec.  159;  limimnce  Co.  \.  Modej,  6 
Wallace  (U.  8.  Sup.  Ct.),  ;397;  Collagan  v.  Burns,  oT  Maine,  449;  Castner  v. 
Sliker  (New  Jersey  Law,  to  appear)  ;  Swi/l  v.  Mass.  ij-c.  Jus.  Co.,  0:5  New  York, 
ISO;  20  Am.  Kep.  5*J2 ;  Mack  v.  State,  48  Wisconsin,  271;  Creen  v.  Bedell, 
48  New^  Ilampsliire,  .'346 ;  New  Mi/ford  v.  Sherman,  21  Connecticut,  101  ;  Jones 
V.  State,  71  Indiana.  6(i ;  State  v.  Belcher,  13  Soutli  Carolina,  409  ;  Entwhistle  v. 
Fe'Kjhner.iM)  Mis.souri,  214;  Tennis  y.  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  4^)  Kansas,  OO:} ; 
Louden  v.  Bl>/the,  Ki  i'enn.  State,  032;  Dillard  v.  Scruggs,  3()  Alabama,  (370; 
State  v.  Howard,  32  Vermont,  380;  Harper  v.  Daill,  92  North  Carolina,  394; 
Tait  v.  Hall,  71  California,  149  ;  McLeod  v.  Ginthers  Adiiir,  80  Kentucky,  399  ; 
Froiite  V.  Dennis,  io  New  Jersey  Law,  .01.');  Railroad  Co.  v.  Becker,  128  Illinois, 
.040;  Fiiuiiij  \\  Jones.  04  Connecticut,  .040;  42  Am.  St.  Kep.  209  ;  Walker  v. 
State.  34  Florida,  1G7;  43  Am.  St.  IJep.  186;  Summers  v.  Hihbard.  153  Illinois. 
102;  46  Am.  St.  Keji.  872;  Page  v.  Lewis,  89  A'irginia,  1  ;  18  Lawyers'  Rep. 
Annotated,  170;  Kleiherw.  People's  R.  Co.,  107  Missouri.  240:  14  Lawyers' 
Kep.  Annotated,  613  (outcries  of  passengers  in  accident);  Barkery.  St.  Louisa 
^•c.  R.  Co.,  120  Missouri,  143;  20  Lawyers'  Kep.  Annotated,  843. 

The  courts  vary  greatly  in  their  views  of  what  is  contemporaneous,  some 
holding  strictly,  others  li])erally.  All  agree  that  mere  narrative  of  past 
events  is  incompetent;  RaUroad  Co.  v.  ()'Bri<n.\\\)  rnited  States,  99; 
Waldele  v.  Railroad  Co., 9')  New  York,  274;  47  .\m.  Kep.  41  ;  Ross  v.  White, 
(50  Vermont,  008 ;  Kirby  v.  Commonwealth,  77  Virginia,  681  ;  Cleveland  R.  Co. 
V.  Mara,  20  Ohio  State,  180;  People  v.  Davis,  06  New  York,  95;  Pelrie  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  '21  South  Carolina,  'i3.  l>ut  .some  hold  the  evidence  competent 
if  the  fact  "  is  so  nearly  contemporaneous  with  the  declaration  which  charac- 
terizes and  explains  it  as  to  exert  such  a  controlling  iiiHuence  on  tlie  mind  of 
the  speaker  that  the  .statement  can. fairly  be  taken  to  be  not  so  much  tlie 
narrative  result  of  thought  as  the  natural  outcome  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  uttered."  Commonwealth  v.  McPike.  3  Cushing  (Mass.), 
181 ;  50  Ain.  Dec.  727 ;  Hanover  R.  Co.  v.  Co?/le.  00  Penii.  State.  390  ;  Ken- 
nedy V.  Railroad  Co.,  130  New'  York,  604;  Merkle  v.  Bennington.  OS  Michigan, 
106;  55  Am.  Rep.  0(30.  The  cases  are  utterly  irreconcilable.  For  example: 
<ieclarations  made  l)y  one  fatally  injured  by  a  railroad  accident,  half  an  hour 
after,  are  incompetent:  Waldele  v.  N.  Y.  &j'c.  R.  Co.,  95  New  York,  274;  47 
Am.  Rep.  41 ;  so  of  declarations  after  the  wound  was  dressed  ;  Mutcha  v. 
Pierce,  49  Wisconsin,  231 ;  35  Am.  Rep.  770;  so  as  to  declarations  of  railway 
engineer  five  minutes  after  an  accident:  Durkee  v.  Cent.  P.  Ry.  Co.,  09  Cali- 
fornia. .033;  58  Am.  Rep.  562;  so  as  to  the  like  made  from  ten  to  tliirty 
minutes    after  :    Vicksburgh    If    M.  R.   Co.  v.    O'Brien,  119  United   States,  99 
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(four  judges  dissenting)  ;  or  immediately  after :  WiUiamxon  v.  Cambridge  R. 
Co.  (.Massachusetts,  to-  appear)  ;  so  of  declarations  of  the  accused  fifteen  or 
twenty  minutes  after  the  occurrence  :  Jones  v.  Slate  (Texas  Appeals,  to  appear)  ; 
so  of  declarations  by  an  engineer  an  liour  after  accident:  Hawker  v.  Bait.  &f 
Ohio  It.  Co.,  15  West  A'irginia,  (j'26 ;  oU  Am.  Rep.  825:  '•  Ttiev  must,  it 
seems  to  me,  be  regarded  as  a  relation  of  past  events  merely,  as  nuieh  so  as 
if  the  statements  had  been  made  the  next  day ; "  so  of  declarations  by  a 
carrier's  servant  immediately  after  accident:  Ryan  v.  Gilmer, 2  Montana,  517; 
25  Am.  Kep.  744;  and  so  in  Adams  v.  Hannibal  Sf  St.  J.  R.  Co.,  74  Mi.ssouri, 
5.j:3;  41  Am.  Hep.  o;5:);  so  where  made  an  hour  afte)' :  Aldridge's  Adnir\. 
Midland  Blast  Furnace,  7s  Missouri,  559;  so  where  made  '•  soon "  after : 
Am.  St.  Co.  V.  Landreth,  lOJ  renn.  State,  1;]1 ;  48  Am.  Rep.  196;  .so  where 
immediately  after:  Sullivan  v.  Oregon  S,r.  Co.,  12  Oregon,  392;  5:}  Am.  Rep. 
3G4;  so  where  the  injured  person  had  been  removed  from  the  scene  of  the 
accident:  Merkle  v.  Township  of  Bennington,  58  Michigan,  150;  55  Am.  Rep. 
am ;  so  of  declarations  by  one  accused  (jf  murder  made  fifteen  or  twenty 
minutes  after  the  killing :  Lt/nch  v.  State.  24  'J'exas  Appeals,  350 ;  5  Am.  St. 
Rej).  888;  or  a  miiuite  after:  King  v.  State,  65  Mississippi,  576;  7  Am.  St. 
Re^x  681 ;  an  hour  or  two  after:  Mi.^.^ouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Icey,  71  Texas,  409; 
1  Lawyers'  Rej:).  Annotated,  500;  so  of  the  brutal  remark  of  a  brakeman  tea 
woman  immediately  after  a  blow  inflicted  by  his  negligence :  Butler  v.  Man- 
hattan R.  Co.,  143  New  York,  417 ;  26  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  46,  —  "  not 
in  their  nature  a  part  of  the  fact;  "  so  of  declarations  by  an  injured  railway 
employee,  five  minutes  after  he  was  taken  from  under  the  cars :  Eastman  v. 
Boston  cS"  M.  R.  Co.,  165  Mass.  342 ;  so  of  declarations  by  a  railway  conductor 
to  a  passenger,  eight  or  ten  mintites  after  he  luid  ejected  another  passenger, 
of  his  reasons  for  the  ejection  :  Barker  v.  St.  Louis  cVc.  R.  Co.,  126  Missouri, 
143:  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  646. 

On  the  other  hand  ;  declarations  by  a  switcliman  immediately  aftei-  are  com- 
petent: Little  Rock,  ^c.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Leverett  (Arkansas,  to  appear)  ;  so  in  Han- 
over R.  Co.  v.  Coyle,  55  Penn.  State,  402;  Casey  v.  N.  Y.,  ^v.  7i.  Co.,  78  New 
York,  518;  McLcod  v.  GirUhers  Adm'r,  SO  Kentucky,  399;  so  in  Cleveland  y. 
Newsom,  45  Michigan,  62  ;  O'Connor  v.  Chicago  kc.  R.  Co.  (^Minnesota,  to  ap- 
pear) ;  so  as  to  declarations  of  party  half  an  hour  after:  Augusta  Factory  Co. 
V.  Barnes,! '2  Georgia,  217 ;  53  Am.  Rep.  8;),S;  so  where  immediately  after : 
City  of  Galveston  v.  Barbour,  62  Texas,  172;  50  Am.  Rep.  519;  so  of  one 
robbed,  "  very  soon  thereafter  :  "  State  v.  Horan,  32  Minnesota,  394;  so  where 
two  minutes  after:  Kirby  v.  Coinmonwecdih,  77  Virginia,  6S1  ;  so  of  agent  "a 
few  moments"  after:  Hermes  v.  Chicago  Av.  Ry.  Co.,  80  AVisconsin,  590;  27 
Am.  St.  licp.  69;  I nt er nation < d  .\c.  Ry  Co.  v.  .Indcr.^ou,  82  Texas,  516;  27 
Am.  St.  Hep.  902;  declarations  of  ])arty  half  an  hour  niter  slie  was  stabbed: 
Lewis  V.  S/(de.  29  Texas  Apjicals,  2(11  ;  25  A\]\.  St.  l!e|i.  720;  declarations  of 
the  accused,  lift  ecu  niinules  after  fight,  in  conuection  with  linding  a  piece  of 
an  ear  wliidi  lie  luid  p)itten  off:  State  x.  Harris,  A^y  Louisiana  Annual,  842, 
40  Am.  SI.  Re]).  2.")!):  declarnlions  by  :i  imii'di^rcd  woman  immediately  aftet 
th(!  assault:  Von  Pollnilz  v.  Stair.  92  (ieorgia,  16;  II  .\m.  SI.  Rep.  72;  decla- 
rations of  party  two   niinules   after  accident:   Louisville  jV'"-  R-  Co.  x.  Buck, 
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IIG  Indiana,  5(56;  2  Lawyers'  Re]i.  Annotated,  520;  a  minute  or  two  after  . 
O/iio  ;V  M.  /'.  ('o.\.  Stein,  ]'■'>■',  liiiliana.  21:!;  1!)  Lawyi-rs"  Kcji.  Annotated, 
7:5::. 

An  iiiterestini;-  aii[>licalion  oi  tlic  d(jcti-iiii'  in  (luestion  was  made  in  Peupla 
V.  Driacoll,  107  New  York,  41-1,  a  trial  lor  murder.  On  the  cross-examina- 
tion of  M.,  tilt'  defendant  was  permitted  to  show  that  immediately  after  the 
shooting-  the  deceased  stated  in  presence  of  M.  and  others,  that  M.  had 
shot  lier.  Hd<l,  that  it  was  proper  for  the  prosecution  to  show  that  M.  at 
the  time  denied  the  accusation,  produced  his  pistol,  and  delivered  it  to  an 
ofHcer  i)resent.  and  that  it  was  fully  loaded  and  the  barrel  was  c(jld. 

In  Rir/iberger  v.  American  Express  Compamj  (Mississippi,  to  apiieai)  ;  ;]1 
Lawyers'  Hep.  Annotated,  oOU,  it  was  held  that  the  cursing,  abuse,  and  nial- 
treatinent  of  a  person  by  an  agent  of  an  express  company  immediately  after 
refunding  to  such  person  overcharges  which  he  had  come  to  the  office  to 
obtain,  and  the  delivery  of  a  receipt  therefor,  are  part  of  the  res  gesUc  and 
make  the  company  liable  for  the  tort. 

One  accused  of  murder  may  show  immediately  after  the  act  he  went  for 
an  officer  and  surrendered  himself,  saying  that  the  act  was  accidental,  the 
time  between  the  act  and  the  surrender  not  exceeding  twenty  or  thirty 
minutes.     Boston  v.  Stale,  94  Georgia,  590. 

Stat:Mnents  liy  an  injured  party  to  a  physician  with  a  view'  to  indicating 
the  (';nis(!  of  injury  are  inadmissible  :  Morrisseij  \ .  Infjham,  111  ^Massachusetts, 
(vJ ;  Collins  v.  Waters,  54  Illinois,  485 ;  Graij  \.  McLauf/hlin,  26  Iowa,  279. 
(Contra:  Harrimun  v.  Stowe,  57  Missouri,  97.)  But  statements  made  witli  a 
view  to  medical  treatment,  and  exclamations  indicating  pain  are  competent ; 
Faij  V.  Harlan.,  128  :\Iassachusetts,  244;  35  Am.  Rep.  :'>72 ;  To>rle  v.  Wale.  4s 
New  Hampshire,  92 ;  Earl  v.  Tupper,  45  Vermont,  275  ;  Wilson  v.  Granb;/, 
47  Connecticut,  59 ;  36  Am.  Kep.  51;  Quaife  v.  Chicar/o  S,'c.  Ry.  Co.,  48  Wis- 
consin, 513;  33  Am.  Rep.  821 ;  even  if  not  made  to  a  physician  :  Cleceland  kc. 
R.  Co.  v.  Newell,  104  Indiana,  264;  .54  Am.  Rep.  312:  Harienlocher  \.  Coiieij 
Island  Sj-c.  B.  Co.,  99  Xew  York,  136;  .Atc/ii.ton  ^r.  JL  Co.  v.  Johns,  36 
Kansas,  769;  59  Am.  Rep.  609.  {Contra:  Roche  v.  Braolhpi  cVr.  R.  Co..  105 
Nevp  York,  294;  59  Am.  Rep.  506,  on  the  gi-ound  that  as  parties  themselves 
are  now  (;ompetent  as  witnesses  the  reason  of  tlie  rule  has  ceased,  and  '■  the 
i-nle  it.self,  adopted  with  reluctance,  and  followed  cautiously,  should  also 
cease."  This  case  is  criticised  and  disapproved  in  Board  See.  v.  Lcf/f/ctt.  115 
Indiana,  544,  Elliott,  J.,  observing:  "  If  the  law  once  was  tliat  such  declara- 
tions were  admissible,  it  was  not  in  the  2>ower  of  the  court  lo  annul  it." 
I?ut  in  the  Xew  York  case  the  declarations  were  not  made  to  a  physician, 
nor  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  professional  assistance.) 

Antecedent  declarations  have  sometimes  been  admitted  as  res  qesttc.  As 
in  Coxv.  Stale,  64  Georgia,  374;  37  Am.  Rep.  76,  where  two  agTeed  to  arm 
and  tight,  and  then  separated  and  armed,  and  met  within  an  hour  and 
fought,  and  one  was  killed,  the  declarations  of  the  deceased  in  the  interval  to 
a  third  per.son  that  the  other  was  seeking  his  life.  So  in  Hunter  v.  State, 
40  New  Jersey  Law,  536,  statements  to  his  son  and  a  letter  to  his  wife  by  a 
man  murdered,  that  he  was  going  to  C.  with  the  prisoner.     This  doctrine  is 
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pronounced  by  the  present  writer,  in  a  note,  37  Am.  Rep.  S3,  "  at  least  doubt- 
ful," citing  and  reviewing  all  the  cases;  and  it  is  disapproved  in  State  v. 
Youiif/,  bo  Kansas,  3it).  In  Alabama  &jc.  It.  Co.  v.  Hill,  iJO  Alabama,  71;  0 
Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  441',  the  statement  of  a  railway  passengei- just  before 
an  accident,  that  the  train  was  running  very  fast,  was  excluded. 


No.  17.  — EEX   V.  WOODCOCK. 

(1789.) 

No.  18.  — IfEG.   V.  BEDINGFIELD. 

(1879.) 

KULK. 

Dying  declarations  are  admissible  in  evidence  in  trials 
for  murder  or  manslauo'liter.  Tlie  condition  of  the  evi- 
dence  being  received  is  tliat  tlie  declaration  was  made  by 
the  person  after  receiving  the  fatal  stroke,  and  in  con- 
sciousness of  its  beino-  fatal. 

Rex  V.  Woodcock. 

1  Leach  C.  C.  500-J0,5. 


[500]        In  murder  the  declarations  of  the  doeoasod  after  tlie  mortal  wound  is 
given  may  be  received  in  evidence,  tliongh  tlic  party  «li<l  not  ('xjircss  any 
apprehension  of  approaching  dis.soluti(>n  :  hut  the  exaniiuation  of  such  a  person 
taken  by  a  magistrate  extra) lulicially  cannot  be  received. 

At  tlie  Old  Bailey  January  Session  1789,  William  Woodcoek  was 
tried  l)ef()re  Lord  Chief  Baron  Eyuk,  present  Mr.  Justick  Asu- 
[U'HST,  and  Mr.  Sergeant  Adah;,  Becorder,  for  the  wilful  mimler 
oi  Silvia  Woodcock  liis  wife. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  she  was  found  lyino-  in  a  ditch,  in 
a  narrow  lane,  called  Jfol)inson's  lane,  in  tlie  vicinity  of  Chcdsea,  in 
tlie  county  of  Middlesex.  Slie  had  i-eceived  ei^ht  wounds  about  the 
head,  face,  and  neck,  wliich  seemed  to  liave  been  inlUcted  with 
the  end  of  a  hluiit  inslrnnicut:  and  was  so  exhausted  hy  the  loss 
of  l)lood  as  to  he  a]i])arently  (U^ad.  The  hody  was  taken  to  Chelsea 
Poor-house,  put  into  a  waini  bed,  and  liy  medical  assistance  restored 
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to  life.  In  the  course  of  eight  hours,  she  recovered  her  senses  to 
such  a  degree,  as  to  be  enabled  to  give  a  rational  account  of  the 
circumstances  by  which  this  catastrophe  was  accompanied.  The 
overseers  of  the  parish,  tlierefore,  thouglit  it  expedient  to  desire  the 
attendance  of  a  magistrate,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  her  informa- 
tion in  legal  form.  Mr.  Head,  a  Justice  of  tlie  Peace  for  the 
county,  attended  at  the  I'oor-house  accordingly.  He  found  the  in- 
formant, who  was  a  l)aptised  mulatto,  and  native  of  the  East  Indies, 
in  a  state  of  perfect  recollection.  He  told  her  that  he  was  a  ma<'is- 
trate  come  to  take  her  examination,  and  admonished  her  to  speak 
the  truth  ;  and  as  she  appeared  sensible  of  the  impiety  and  dangers 
of  falsehood,  he  administered  an  oath  to  her,  and  received  her  iu- 
fornuition,  wliich  he  reduced,  in  her  own  words,  into  writing.  He 
afterwards  read  it  over  to  her  with  great  deliberation,  and  gave  it 
to  her  to  sign,  and  she  made  her  mark  on  the  paper  in  approl^ation 
of  its  contents.  The  magistrate  then  signed  it  himself  ;  and 
being  proved  on  the  *  trial,  it  was  read  in  evidence.  It  also  [*  501  ] 
appeared,  from  the  evidence  of  the  surgeons,  that  she  died 
in  about  eight-and-forty  hours  after  the  examination  had  l)een  taken, 
and  that  it  was  impossible  from  the  first  moment  that  she  could 
live  long;  but  that  although  she  retained  her  senses  to  the  last 
moment,  and  repeated  the  circumstances  of  the  ill  usage  she  had 
received,  she  never  expressed  any  apprehension,  or  seemed  sensible 
of  her  approaching  dissolution.  The  evidence,  independent  of  the 
information  or  declarations  of  the  deceased,  was  of  a  very  pressing 
and  urgent  nature  against  the  prisoner. 

Under  these  circumstances  a  question  arose  with  the  Court, 
whether  the  evidence  which  had  been  obtained  from  the  deceased 
could  legally  be  left  with  the  Jury  ?  The  learned  Judge  therefore 
stated  the  case  to  them,  independent  of  that  evidence  ;  and  then 
stated  his  opinion  of  the  admissibility  of  the  examinati(^n  to  the 
following  effect : 

Eyre,  Chief  Baron.  If  I  were  satisfied  that  the  case  was  quite 
full  without  the  circumstances  which  the  deceased  has  disclosed,  I 
should  willingly  omit  to  state  them  as  evidence  against  the  prisoner, 
because  there  is  some  difficulty  as  to  the  legality  of  their  admission. 
( Treat  as  a  crime  of  this  nature  must  always  appear  to  l^e,  vet  the 
inquiry  into  it  must  proceed  upon  the  rules  of  evidence.  The  most 
common  and  ordinary  species  of  legal  evidence  consists  in  the  de- 
positions of  witnesses  taken  on  oath  before  the  Jury,  in  the  face  of 
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the  Court,  in  the  presence  of  the  prisoner,  and  received  under  all 
the  advantages  which  examination  and  cross-examination  can  give. 
But  beyond  this  kind  of  evidence  there  are  also  two  other  species 
which  are  admitted  by  law  :  The  one  is  the  dying  declaration  of  a 
person  who  has  received  a  fatal  blow,  ]iex\.  Ely,  at  Old  Bailey  1720, 
before  Ld.  Ch.  J.  King,  12  Viner's  Abr.  118;  the  other  is  the  examina- 
tion of  a  prisoner,  and  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  who  may  be 
produced  against  him,  taken  officially  before  a  Justice  of  the  Peace, 

by  virtue  of  a  particular  Act  of  Parliament,  which  authorises 
[*502]  *  magistrates  to  take  such  examinations,  and  directs  that 

they  shall  be  returned  to  the  Court  of  Caol  Delivery.  This 
last  species  of  deposition,  if  the  deponent  should  die  between  the  time 
of  examination  and  the  trial  of  the  prisoner,  may  be  substituted  in 
the  room  of  that  viva  voce  testimony  which  the  deponent,  if  living, 
could  alone  have  given,  and  is  admitted  of  necessity  as  evidence  of 
the  fact.  Ill  the  present  case  a  doubt  has  arisen  with  the  Court, 
to  which  doubt  I  entirely  subscribe,  Whether  the  examination  of 
the  deceased,  taken  in  writing  at  the  poor-house  by  Mr.  Eead,  the 
magistrate,  is  an  examination  of  the  nature  I  have  last  described  ? 
It  was  not  taken,  as  the  statute  directs,  in  a  case  where  the 
prisoner  was  brought  before  him  in  custody  ;  tlie  prisoner  therefore 
had  no  opportunity  of  contradicting  the  facts  it  contains.  It  was 
not  in  the  discharge  of  that  part  of  Mr.  Bead's  duty  by  which  he 
is,  on  hearing  the  witnesses,  to  bail  or  commit  the  prisoner  ;  but  it 
was  a  voluntary  and  extrajudicial  act,  performed  at  tlie  request  of 
the  overseer  ;  and  although  it  was  a  very  proper  and  })rndent  act, 
yet  being  voluntary,  and  under  circumstances  where  the  Justice 
was  not  authorised  to  administer  an  oath,  it  cannot  be  admitted 
before  a  Jury  as  evidence  ;  for  no  evidence  can  be  legal  unless  it  be 
given  upon  oath,  judicially  taken.  But  although  we  must  strip 
this  examination  of  the  sanction  to  whicli  it  would  liave  been  en- 
titled, if  it  liad  ])cen  taken  pui'suant  to  the  directions  of  tlie  Legis- 
lature, yet  still  it  is  the  declaration  of  the  deceased,  signed  by 
lierself,  and  it  may  be  classed  with  all  those  other  confirmatory 
declarations  which  she  made  after  she  had  received  the  mortal 
wounds,  and  before  sh(Mlied.  Now  the  general  pi-inciplc  on  whicli 
this  s])ecies  of  evidence  is  admitted  is,  that  they  are  declarations 
made  in  (ixtremity,  when  the  party  is  at  the  point  of  death,  and 
when  every  hope  of  this  world  is  gone  ;  when  every  motive  to 
falsehood  is  silenced,  and  the  mind  is  induced  by  the  most  powerful 
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considerations  to  speak  the  truth.  A  situation  so  solemn,  and  st)  aw- 
ful, is  considered  by  the  law  as  creating  an  obligation  equal  to  that 
which  is  imposed  l)y  a  positive  oath  administered  in  a  (.'ourt 
of  Justice.  ])Ut  a  ditticulty  also  arises  *  with  respect  to  these  [*  503] 
declarations  ;  for  it  has  not  appeared,  and  it  seeni>  impossible 
to  find  out,  whether  the  deceased  herself  a])prL'hended  that  she  was 
in  such  a  state  ^  of  mortality' as  would  inevitably  oldige  her  soon 
to  answer  Ijefore  her  Maker  for  the  truth  uv  falsehood  of  her  as- 
sertions. The  several  witnesses  could  give  no  satisfactory  informa- 
tion as  to  the  sentiments  of  her  mind  upon  this  subject.  The  sur- 
ueon  said,  that  she  did  not  seem  to  be  at  all  sensible  of  the  danger 
of  her  situation,  dreadful  as  it  appeared  to  all  around  her;  but  lay, 
submitting  quietly  to  her  fate,  Avithout  explaining  whether  she 
thought  herself  likely  to  live  or  die.  Upon  the  whole  of  this  diffi- 
culty, however,  my  judgment  is,  that  inasmuch  as  she  was  mortally 
wounded,  and  was  in  a  condition  which  rendered  almost  immediate 
death  inevitable  ;  as  she  was  thought  by  every  person  about  her  to  be 
dying,  though  it  was  difficult  to  get  from  her  particular  explanations 
as  to  what  she  thought  of  herself  and  her  situation  ;  her  declarations, 
made  under  these  circumstances,  ought  to  be  considered 
by*  a  Jury  as  being  made  under  the  impression  of  her  ap-  [*504j 
preaching  dissolution ;  for,  resigned  as  she  appeared  to  be,  she 
must  have  felt  the  hand  of  death,  and  must  have  considered  her- 
self as  a  dying  woman.  8he  continued  to  repeat,  rationally  and 
uniformly,  the  facts  which  she  had  disclosed  from  the  moment  her 
senses  returned,  until  her  tongue  was  no  longer  capable  of  perform- 

1  In  the  case  of  Ilenry  \Vell)t)urii,  who  Tlie   declaration   Mas    received,    and    the 

was  indicted  at  Lincoln  Snmnier  Assizes  prisoner  was  foniid  c;nilty  ;    bnt  the  case 

1792,  for  poisoning   Eiizabetli  Page,  his  was  referred  to  tlie  Jndgcs  on  the  qnes- 

fello'.v-servant,  she  declared  that  she  Avas  tion,  whether  altJiougli  in  the  first  part  of 

witli  child  by  him,  and  by  his  persnasion  the  apothecary's  evidence  he  swore  tliat  he 

and  procurement  had  been  taking  bitter  made  the  deceased  sensible  of  her  danger 

apple,  and   a   white  powder,  which    was  before  she  made  the  declaration,  yet  as  lie 

found   to  be  arsenic,   for  the  i)urpose  of  afterwards  .said,  that  at  the  time  she  made 

l)roducing    abortion.      She    had    recently  the  declaration  she  believed  that  she  was 

been  in  great   pain,  and   was  extremely  getting  better  from  the  pain  ceasing,  the 

ill,  apparently  dying,  and  seemed   to  be  evidence  ought  not  to  have  been  rejecteil : 

sensible    of    her    situation    and    danger,  and    a    majority   of    tlie   Judges  were    of 

though  she  did  not  .say  so,  but  at  tlie  time  opinion  that  it  did  not  sufliciently  appear 

she  made   the  declaration   she   was   free  that  the  decea.sed    knew  or  thought  she 

from  pain,  a  mortification,  in  the  opinion  was  in  a  dying  state  when  she  made  the 

of  the  apothecary,  having  taken  place,  and  declaration  ;    on    the    contrary,    she    had 

from  being  so  free  from  pain  lie  believed  reason  to  think  that  if  she  told  what  was 

that  she   thought  she  was   getting   well,  the  matter  with  her  she  might  have  relief 

She  died,  however,  in  an  hour  afterwards,  and  recover. 
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ing  its  office.  Declarations  so  made  are  certainly  entitled  to  credit; 
they  ought  therefore  to  be  received  in  evidence :  but  the  degree  of 
credit  to  which  they  are  entitled  must  always  be  a  matter  for  the 
sober  consideration  of  the  Jury,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  His  Lordship  then  left  it  with  the  Jury  to  consider,  whether 
the  deceased  was  not  in  fact  under  the  apprehension  of  death, 
though  she  did  not  seem  to  expect  immediate  dissolution  ;  and 
said,  that  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  she  was,  then  tlie  declara- 
tions were  admissible  ;  but  that  if  they  were  of  a  contrary  opinion, 
they  were  not  admissible.^ 

The    prisoner   was    convicted,    and    executed    on    Monday,    19 
January,  1789. 


Reg.  V.  Bedingfield. 

14  Cox  C.  C.  341-345. 


[311]  Murder  or  Suicide.  — Evidence.  —  Statement  of  deceased.  —  Dl/i'^ff  decla- 
ration. —  Res  gestcB. 

Oh  an  indiotincnt  for  murder,  it  a])peariiig  tliat  the  tleccased,  witli  licr  throat 
out  through,  oaine  suddenly  out  of  a  room,  in  wliicli  she  left  the  prisoner,  who 
also  had  his  throat  cut,  and  was  speechless,  and  that  she  said  something  imme- 
diately after  coming  out  oi  the  room,  and  a  few  miutUes  before  she  died,  —  the 
question  being,  nuirder  or  suicide. 

Held,  that  her  statement  was  not  admissible,  either  as  a  dying  declaration  oi- 
as  part  of  the  res  gestxc.     Sed  quicre,  whether  in  such  a  case  the  act  is  c<)mplete 

'  TIic  same  point  occurred  in  Dhiglcr's  declaration  was  made  was  sufficient  to 
Case   at   Old    Bailey  September   Session,     show  that  she  was  actually  dying,  and  tliat 


1791  ;  and  hy  Mr.  Justice  Gould  was 
decided  accordingly  upon  the  antliority 
of  this  case.  In  the  case  of  Tliomas 
Johns,  who  was  tried  at  the  Carmarthen 
S]jring  Session  1790,  for  the  murder  of 
liacliael  his  wife,  tlie  declarations  of  the 
wife,  made  between  tlic  time  of  the  mor- 


it  was  to  be  inferred  from  it  that  she  was 
c(^nscions  of  her  situation  ;  and  gave  no 
particular  direction  on  the  sul)ject  to  the 
Jury,  who  found  the  prisoner  guilty.  But 
the  case  was  saved,  and  in  Easter  Term, 
1790,  all  the  Judges  agreed  that  it  ought 
not  to  be  left  to  the  Jury  to  say  whether 


tal   blow   and    the   death,    were   received     the  deceased    thought  she  was  <lying  or 
in    evidence,  altiiough    it   did  not  appear     not ;    for   that    nmst    be   decided    by  the 


that  she  liad  ex])ressed  any  apprehensic 
of  danger.  It  was  <)l)jected  tliat  tlicse 
d(!clarations  were  not  admissible,  as  it 
was  not  ])rovcd  that  she  considered  her- 
self at  tlie  time  as  a  dying  person  ;  the 
evidence  not  l)eing  express  on  that  head  : 
but  tliat  if  the  evidence  were  admissil)le. 
it  on^^ht  to  liave  l)een  left  to  the  Jury  to 
consider  wliether  slie  was  at  tlie  time  I'on- 
scious  of  a))proacliinK  death.  But  the 
Court  was  of  opiiii(jn  tliat  the  evidence  of 
the  state  of  her  health  at  the  time  the 


Judge  before  he  receives  the  evidence ; 
and  if  a  dying  jierson  either  declare  that 
he  knows  his  danger,  or  it  is  reasonably  to 

be  inferred  from  the  wound,  or  state 
[*,'j05|  of  illness,  that  he  was*  sensible  of 

his  danger,  the  declarations  are 
good  eviilenee.  1  East's  Crown  Law,  3.')7. 
3.')8.  And  the  same  point  was  again  dccideil 
ill  the  (^ase  of  Henry  Welbonrn.  Lincoln 
Summer  Assizes  1792,  before  Mr.  Justice 
Asnnrnsr,  on  a  case  saved  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Judfjes.     1  East's  C.  L.  360. 
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until  (IfHtli  takes  iilacc,  and  wlietlicr,  ay  to  a  ilyiii.i?  doc-Iaration,  it  is  not  a  ([ucs- 
tion  of  fact,  upon  the  s;uri;i«al  evidence,  whetlier,  from  the  natnre  of  tlio  wouml, 
the  person  must  nut  liave  heen  conscious  of  almost  immediate  deatii. 

The  prisoner,  Henry  liedingtield,  was  indicted  fur  the  murder  of 
a  woman  at  Ipswich. 

Carlos  Cooper  and  P>h)feld  for  the  prosecution. 

Simms  Kteve  for  the  prisoner. 

It  appeared  that  the  prisoner  liad  I'elations  with  the  deceased 
woman,  and  had  conceived  a  violent  resentment  against  her  on 
account  of  her  refusing  him  something  he  very  much  desired,  and 
also  as  appearing  to  wish  to  put  an  end  to  these  relations  ;  he  had 
uttered  violent  threats  against  her,  and  had  distinctly  threatened 
to  kill  her  by  cutting  her  throat.  She  carried  on  the  business  of  a 
laundress,  with  two  women  as  assistants,  the  prisoner  living  a  little 
distance  from  her.  On  the  night  before  the  day  on  which  the  act 
in  question  occurred,  the  deceased,  from  something  that 
had  been  said,  entertained  apprehensions  about  *  him,  and  [*  342] 
desired  a  policeman  to  keep  his  eye  on  Iier  house,  and  he 
being  near  at  ten  at  night  heard  the  voice  of  a  man  in  great  anger. 
Early  next  morning,  earlier  than  he  had  ever  been  there  l)efore, 
he  came  to  her  liouse,  and  they  were  together  in  a  room  some  time. 
He  went  out,  and  she  was  found  by  one  of  the  assistants  lying 
senseless  on  the  floor,  her  head  resting  on  a  footstool.  He  went  to 
a  spirit  shop  and  bought  some  spirits,  which  he  took  to  the  house, 
and  went  again  into  the  room  where  she  was,  both  the  assistants 
being  at  that  time  in  the  vard.  In  a  minute  or  two  the  deceased 
came  suddenly  out  of  the  house  towards  the  women  with  her 
throat  cut,  and  on  meeting  one  of  them  she  said  something,  point- 
ing backwards  to  the  house.  In  a  few  minutes  she  was  dead.  Tn 
the  course  of  the  opening  speech  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution  it 
was  proposed  to  state  what  she  said.  It  was  objected  on  the  part 
of  the  prisoner  that  it  was  not  admissible,  and 

Cock  BURN,  C.  J.  said  he  had  carefully  considered  the  question 
and  was  clear  that  it  could  not  be  admitted,^  and  therefore  ought 
not  to  be  stated,  as  it  might  have  a  fatal  effect.  I  regret,  he  said, 
that,  according  to  the  law  of  England,  any  statement  made  by  the  de- 

1   Qua  re,  wlictlier  it  could  be  properly  showiiiij  whether  she  must  not  have  been 

admitted,  except  uj)on  the  evidence  espe-  conscious  of  death  —  circumstances  iir()l> 

cially  as  to  the  nature  of  the  wound,  the  aldy  not  appearing  on  the  depositions, 
time  of   death,  and  Dtlier   circumstances 
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ceased  should  not  be  admissible.  Then  could  it  be  admissible  ^ 
having  been  made  in  the  absence  of  the  prisoner,  as  part  of  the  res 
jfstcc,  but  it  is  not  so  admissible,  for  it  was  not  part  of  anything 
done,  or  something  said  while  something  was  being  done,  but  some- 
thing said  after  something  done.  It  was  not  as  if,  while  being  in 
the  room,  and  while  the  act  was  being  done,  she  had  said  some- 
thing which  was  lieard. 

Counsel  for  the  prosecution  consequently  did  not  state  what  the 
deceased  said,  but  said  they  should  tender  it  in  evidence,  and  ac- 
cordingly, when  the  witness  was  called  —  one  of  the  assistants 
who  heard  the  statement  —  she  was  lirst  asked  as  to  the  circum- 
stances, and  stated  that  "  the  deceased  came  out  of  the  house  bleed- 
ing very  much  at  the  throat,  and  seeming  very  much  frightened," 
and  then  said  something,  and  died  in  ten  minutes.- 

It  was  then  proposed  to  prove  what  she  said,  but 

COCKBUEX,  C.  J.  said  it  was  not  admissible.  Anything,  he  said, 
uttered  by  the  deceased  at  the  time  the  act  was  l)eing  done  would 
l)e  admissible,  as,  for  instance,  if  she  had  been  heard  to  say  some- 
thing, as  "Don't,  Harry!"  But  here  it  was  something 
[*  343]  stated  by  *  her  after  it  was  all  over,  whatever  it  was,  and 
after  the  act  was  completed. 

It  was  submitted,  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  that  the  state- 
ment was  admissible  as  a  dying  declaration,  the  case  to  be  proved 
being  that  the  woman's  throat  was  cut  completely  and  tlu;  artery 
severed,  so  that  she  was  dying,  and  was  actually  dead  in  a  few 
minutes  ;  but 

CocKBURX,  C.  J.  said  the  statement  was  not  admissible  as  a 
dying  declaration,  because  it  did  not  ap])ear  that  the  woman  was 
aware  that  she  was  dying.'^ 

1   Ap])ai(Mitly  the  LoKD  CiiiKF  JtsTici;  not  iiiucli  .'ivii,iu'(l,  the   I>oi!i)  Ciiikk  .Iiis- 

liad  not  ill  liis  mind  tiio  possible  adniissi-  tice    liiivini;'    already  intimated    that    liis 

liility  of  the  statement  as  a  dyiiii;;  declara-  mind  was  made  up. 

tion,  wliich  would  dejiend  (in  the  absence  -^  At  the  era  of  the  Kevoliition  it  was 

of  express  evidence)  on  the  evidence  of  tlie  not  doubted   that  the  declarations  of  the 

surgeon  as  to  the  nature  of  the  wound  and  deceased,  made  after  the  fatal  stroke,  were 

the  probable  state  of  the  deceased.  admissible  in  e\  ideiice.  apparently  witliout 

-  The  question  whether  these  circ  um-  re(]iiiriii,<;' any  other  evidence  that  the  jier- 

stances  were  not  sntHcieiit,  at  all  cxcnts  sou  must  liave  known  lie  was  dyiiii^  iio- 

coupled    with   the    evidence   snbse(|uently  yoiid  tlie  fact  that  he  was  dyini^  and  was 

jxiv(!n  I)y  the  surijeou  as  tr)  tiie  nature  of  speedily  dead.     Thus  on  atrial  for  iiiurder, 

the  wound  and   its  ])roliabIc  cdTccf  nii  tlic  where    the    deceased    had    received    nine 

system,  and    her  actual    death    in    a    few  wounds  with  a  sword,  and  was   dying,  the 

minutes,  to  show  that  siie  miisl  iia\c  licen  coun.sel  for  the  prosecution  offered  to  J|;i^e 

under  the  sense  of  iinjxiiidiii^^  death,  was  in  evidence  several  declarations  made  by 
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*  It  was  urged  tliat  the  woniau  must  have  kiidwu  it,  as  [* 'J-i-lJ 
she  was  actually  dying  at  the  time,  but 

COCKBUUX,  C  J.  said  that  tliough  she  might  have  known  it  if 
she  had  had  time  for  reflection,  fiere  that  was  not  so,  for  at  the  time 
she  made  the  statement  she  had  no  time  to  consider  and  reflect 
that  slie  was  dying ;  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  she  knew 


the  deceased  on  his  deatli-lied,  wlicrehy  lie 
charged  the  ])ris()nei's  with  having  barbar- 
ously murdered  him;  and  the  Court,  witli- 
out  hesitation,  let  in  the  evidence  ;  upon 
whicli  they  called  the  clergyman  who  at- 
tended the  deceased,  and  who  swore  that 
being  desired  by  some  frieuds  to  press  the 
deoeaseil  to  say  what  ])rovocation  he  had 
given  them  to  use  him  in  that  manner 
(with  repeatedly  stabbing  him),  he  ile- 
clared,  as  a  dying  man,  that  he  gave  no 
])rovocation,  but  that  they  barbarously 
murdered  him  (1  Strange,  449),  subse- 
quently, however,  admitting  that  lie  liad 
.struck  one  of  them  with  a  small  cane, 
which,  of  course,  would  be  too  sliglit  a 
provocation  to  excuse  not  merely  a  single 
wound  with  a  deadly  weapon,  but  re- 
peated barbarous  and  murderous  wounds, 
repeated  not  less  tlian  nine  times,  running 
him  through  the  body  over  and  over 
again,  evidently  with  murderous  intent. 
The  mere  fact  that  the  ])arty  said  he  was 
dying  or  descril>ed  himself  as  dying, 
would,  of  course,  be  immaterial  if,  in  fact, 
he  was  not  dying  and  did  not  die  for  some 
time ;  aiul  on  the  other  hand  if  from  the 
event  it  appears  that  he  was  dying,  and 
from  tlie  nature  of  the  wounds  it  was 
manifest  that  he  must  have  felt  himself 
dying,  the  statement  is  to  be  regarded 
rightly  as  a  dying  declaratiou.  whether  or 
not  the  person  described  himself  as  dying; 
and  there  are  probably  no  modes  of  vio- 
lent death  in  which  a  few  minutes  before 
death  the  party  does  not  feel  that  he  is 
dying,  and  certainly  it  is  difficult  to  con- 
ceive a  person  dying  a  violent  deatli  from 
some  mode  of  murder  who  must  not  so 
feel  within  a  few  minutes  of  death. 
Hence  tiie  doctrine  on  the  subject,  settled 
in  the  middle  of  the  last  century,  was, 
tliat  it  may  depend  on  the  nature  of  the 
wound  or  cause  of  death,  and  that  from 
this  alone  it  may  be  inferred,  without  fur- 
ther or  express  evidence,  that  the  party 


making  the  declaration  must  have  known 
tliat  he  was  dying:  (K;vst's  I'leas  of  the 
Crown,  vol.  1,  p.  3.57).  The  apprehension 
of  danger  may  apjjcar  either  from  the  ex- 
press declaration  of  the  d(>ceased  at  the 
time,  or  may  be  inferred  from  the  nature 
of  the  wound,  the  state  of  the  deceased,  (jr 
other  circumstances  indicating  it:  (Ibid.) 
And  though,  as  a  learned  Judge  once  said, 
some  of  the  recent  decisions  on  the  (pies- 
tion  have  gone  to  the  extent  not  only  of 
over-scrupulousness  but  of  superstition, 
tiieir  general  scope  and  effect  is  in  accord- 
ance witii  the  old  doctrine.  Thus,  per 
Patteson,  J. :  ''  It  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
by  expressions  of  the  deceased  that  he  was 
in  ajiprehension  of  almost  immediate 
death  ;  but  the  .Judge  will  consider  from 
all  the  circum.stances  ■whether  the  de- 
ceased had  or  had  not  any  hope  of  recov- 
ery :  "  ( R.  V.  Bouttc.r,  G  C.  &  V.  386.)  Any 
decisions  apparently  contrary  are  in  cases 
in  wliich  statements  of  the  deceased  them- 
selves raised  d()ul)ts  from  their  ambiguity 
as  to  wliethcr  tiie  deceased  thought  he 
was  dying  or  had  a  hope  of  recovery. 
But  the  old  doctrine  that  the  nature  of  the 
wound  may  be  sufficient  witliout  any  ex- 
press evidence  was  laid  down  by  Eklk,  C- 
J.  in  a  case  of  a  mortal  wound  by  shoot- 
ing: {R.  V.  C/eiiri/.  2  Fos.  &  Fin.  8.53). 
In  a  case  exactly  like  the  ])resent,  tried 
before  Devjian,  J.,  at  Maidstone  Lent 
Assizes,  1875  (14  Cox  C.  C.  337),  the  case 
of  a  soldier  whose  throat  had  been  cut  by 
a  comrade,  and  who  could  not  speak,  and 
had  just  strengtii  to  write  his  name  before 
he  died,  the  learned  Judge  after  consulting 
CocKHiKN,  C.  .1.  tlid  not  doubt  the  state- 
ment was  admissible,  though,  from  a  mis- 
conception of  the  effect  of  the  ruling  of 
Eklk,  C.  J.,  in  Reg.  v.  deary,  he  said  ho 
.should,  if  the  evidence  was  given,  reserve 
the  point,  and,  as  there  was  abundant  evi- 
dence without  it,  it  was  not  pressed,  and 
the  prisoner  was  convicted  and  executed. 
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it,  and  I  cannot  presume  it.^  There  is  nothing  to  sliow  that  she 
was  under  the  sense  of  impending  death,  so  the  statement  is  not 
admissible  as  a  dying  dechiration. 

The  surgeon  being  called  stated  that  the  wound  was  from  three 
to  four  inches  in  length,  completely  severing  the  trachea  or  wind- 
pipe, severing  the  jugular  vein  and  the  thyroid  arteries.  It  could 
not  be  said  to  have  been  suicide,  for  the  strength  would  wholly 
fail  after  the  trachea  was  severed,  which  was  about  tlie  centre  of 
the  wound,  and  tlie  wound  deepened  from  tlie  trachea  towards  the 
right,  the  deepest  part  of  it  being  beyond  the  trachea,  so  that  the 
woman's  tliroat  must  liave  been  cut  right  through. 

The  statement  of  the  deceased,  however,  having  been  twice  re- 
jected, though  it  was  ofiered  and  rejected  before  the  surgeon  was 
examined,  who  thus  described  the  nature  of  the  wound,  necessarily 
mortal  in  a  few  minutes,  and  the  woman  in  fact  dying  in  about  ten 
minutes,  not  speaking  again  ;  the  statement  was  not  tendered  again 
upon  this  evidence  as  a  dying  declaration,  nor  was  the  surgeon 
asked,  as  a  matter  of  skill  and  science,  whether  from  the  nature  of 
the  wound  and  the  sense  of  approaching  death,  the  woman  must 
not  have  felt  and  known  that  she  was  dying.'-^ 

The  defence  set  up  by  the  prisoner  being  that  the  woman  had 
first  cut  his  throat  and  then  her  own  with  a  razor  she  had  bor- 
rowed from  him  professedly  for  another  purpose,  a  curious  question 
of  circumstantial  evidence  arose  as  to  whether  this  was  tlie  truth 
of  the  case,  or  the  converse  view  set  up  by  the  prosecution  that 
the  prisoner  had  first  cut  the  woman's  throat  and  then  his  own. 
The  statement  made  by  him  would,  therefore,  have  l^een  very  mate- 
rial, and  its  rejection,  as  it  turned  out,  nearly  caused  a  miscarriage 
of  justice.  The  doubt  of  the  prisoner's  guilt  was  indeed  removed 
by  the  fact  that  the  deceased  ran  out  to  make  complaint  or  out- 
cry, and  the  fact  that  the  razor  was  found  under  his  body,  and 
under  his  hand,  —  almost  in  his  haiitl,  —  for  the  marks  of  his  fin- 

1  The  question  wlietlicr   on  such   evi-  of  the  wound  (a  sliot  wound  tlirough  the 

deuce  tlic  wonian  must  not  have  known  che.^t)  that  lie  know  he  was  d\  int^.     But 

she  was  dyini;  was  not   discu.ssed  and  con-  here,  there  heinj;;  nothini;;  to  the  contrary, 

»id<M-cd.  tlie  sense  of   iniiienilinj?  death   niii!;lit  hc 

■^  In  the  case  of  li.  v.  Clean/  (2  Fos.  &  inferred  from  the  nature  of  the  wound  it- 
Fin.  8.").'})  Eki.k,  (-.  .1.  a.sked  as  to  what  the  self  as  showinj^  that  the  woman  must  have, 
deceased  said,  and  findinj;  that  what  he  felt  she  w.as  dyin<? ;  at  all  events,  the  sur- 
said  showed  that  he  did  not  tliink  he  should  i^cnu  might  have  been  of  that  opinion,  and 
die,  Im  then  .«aid  he  could  not,  in  the  face  it  is  a  iiucstion  of  fact,  and  to  some  ex- 
of  that  evidence,  presume  from  the  nature  tent  one  for  skill  and  experience. 
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gers  were  upon  it,  and  it  was  evident  that  lie  had  *  held  it  [*  .'»4r(] 
in  his  hand,  and  that  his  hand  had  only  just  relaxed  its 
grasp  with  the  weakness  caused  by  loss  of  blood. 

CocKBUKX,  C.  d.  in  summing  up  the  case  to  the  jury,  pressed 
l)oth  these  facts  upon  their  attention,  especially  the  first,  pointing 
out  that  it  was  the  deceased  woman,  not  the  prisoner,  who  ran  out, 
as  though  to  make  outcry  or  complaint.^ 

Verdict,  Guilt)/;  Sentence,  Deatli? 


ENGLISH  NOTES. 


Dying  declarations  are  admissible  only  where  tlie  dcatli  of  tlie 
deceased  is  tlio  subject  of  the  charge,  tuid  the  circumstances  of  the 
death    the   subject  of  the    declaration.      Tluis,  where  a  defendant  had 


1  Thus,  curiously  enough,  makiuo-  in- 
direct use  of  the  very  piece  of  evidence 
formally  rejecteil,  but  which  could  not 
virtually  be  excluded  ;  for  it  was  of  course 
necessarily  in  evidence  tiiat  the  woman 
ran  out  and  said  something-,  pointing  to 
the  house  where  the  prisoner  was,  and  no 
one  could  doubt  tliat  she  came  out  to 
make  complaint  or  outcry. 

-  There  was  a  strong  movement  in 
favour  of  the  prisoner,  on  the  ground  tliat 
the  woman's  statement  had  been  rejected, 
and  that  it  might  have  been  in  Iiis  favour, 
or  that  its  falsehood  might  have  beeu 
shown  ;  and  if  the  circumstances  had  been 
less  conclusive  it  is  possil)le  tlie  movement 
might  have  been  successful.  The  pris- 
oner, however,  was  executed  ;  but  there 
•was  considerable  discussion  on  account  of 
the  rejection  t)f  the  evidence,  and  it  must 
not  be  presumed  that  the  question  siiuuld 
be  discussed  upon  the  supposition  that  tiie 
statement  is  inimical  to  the  accused,  for 
supposing  it  to  be  in  his  favour,  the  objec- 
tion, if  valid,  would  equally  apply.  In  tlie 
present  case  the  words  sworn  to  on  the 
depositions  were,  "  See  what  Harry  has 
done!"  which,  as  the  Lord  Ciiikf  Jus- 
tice said,  would  jn-oliably  have  been  fatal 
to  the  prisoner  ;  l)nt  suppose  they  had  been, 
"  See  what  he  has  driven  me  to!  "they 
would  have  been  sufficient,  jirobably,  to 
secure  an  acquittal.  And  it  was  impossi- 
ble to  say  what  on  cross-examination  tlio 
words  might  have  appeared  to  lie.  Mr. 
Pitt  Taylor,  the  author  of  the  well  known 
Treatise  on  the  Law  of  Evidence,  publidv 


impugned  this  ruling,  and  published  a  let- 
ter in  the  ''  Times,"  pointing  out  that  it 
was  contrary  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in 
decided  cases,  and  that  what  was  said  by 
a  pers(jn  ou  the  instant,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  something  first  done  to  her 
might  partly  be  considered  as  part  of  the 
res  cjeske,  as  niucii  so  as  if  uttered  an  in- 
stant befcjre,  while  it  was  being  done. 
And  a  barrister  present  at  the  trial  also 
wrote,  pointing  out  that  according  to  the 
doctrine  laid  down  nearly  a  century  ago, 
and  not  at  all  im))Ugned  in  Re;;,  v.  Clenri/, 
the  statement  was  clearly  admissible  as  a 
dying  declaration,  as  the  natural  and  irre- 
sistil)le  inference  was  that  the  woman 
must  liave  felt  and  known  she  was  dying. 
CocKuiRX,  C.  J.  published  a  pamphlet  in 
answer,  in  which  he  contended  that  as  to 
a  dying  declaration  it  was  for  him  to  de- 
cide whether  it  was  made  under  the  sense 
of  impending  death,  and  that  as  to  res 
f/est(t'  the  "transaction"  was  completed. 
Mr.  Pitt  Taylor  re])lied  in  a  pamphlet  up- 
holding his  original  opinion.  In  fairness 
to  the  LoiM)  CiiiKK  JrsTici:,  it  sliouUl  be 
stated  that  certainly  the  ruling  of  Kki.k, 
C.  J.,  in  Reg.  v.  Clean/,  had  been  under- 
stood, or  misunderstood,  as  adverse  to  the 
reception  of  such  a  statement,  and  he  was, 
as  ho  said,  ai)j)rchensive  of  the  risk  of  a 
failure  of  justice  if  the  evidence  was  ad- 
mitted, and  held  admi.ssil)le.  But  that^ 
was  a  very  different  case,  and  in  that  ca.se 
Eiii.i;.  C.  J.  heard  the  evidence,  anil  so  did 
Dknmax,  .J.  in  Reg.  v.  Morgan,  14  Cox  C 
C.  3.-57. 
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been  convicted  of  perjiivy  aiul  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
pending  which  he  shot  the  in-osecutor,  a  dying  declaration  of  the  prose- 
cutor as  to  tlie  transaction  out  of  wliicli  the  prosecution  arose  was  held 
inadmissible  on  showing  cause  against  the  rule.  Hex  v.  Mead  (1824), 
2  B.  &  C.  ()0o,  4  DowL  &  %.  120,  26  R.  R.  484.  Such  declarations 
were  also  rejected  on  an  indictment  for  administering  medicine  to  in-n- 
cure  abortion;  Bex  v.  Hutehinson  (1822).  2  B.  &  C.  608  »  :  and  for 
feloniously  using  instruments  with  a  like  intent:  Rex  v.  Hind  (1860), 
Bell's  C.  C.  253,  8  Cox  C.  C.  300,  29  L.  J.  M.  C.  147:  ..n  an  indict- 
ment for  rape,  the  woman  having  died  by  her  own  hand;  lierf.  v. 
Xeicton  (1859),  1  F.  &  F.  641:  and  on  a  trial  for  robbery;  Bex  v. 
Llo<,d  (1830),  4  C.  &  r.  233. 

To  make  the  declaration  admissible,  the  declarant  must  not  only 
have  been  dying  but  must  have  known  that  he  was  dying:  Bex  v. 
Mooneij  (18pl),  5  Cox  C.  C.  318;  and  the  onus  is  on  the  prosecution 
of  showing  this  knowledge.  lie;/,  v.  Machaij  (1868),  11  Cox  C.  C. 
148. 

An}'  hope  of  recoverj',  however  slight,  will  make  the  statement 
inadmissible.  Rex  \.  HayvHird  (1833),  6  C  &  1*.  157;  Rex  v. 
Wellhourn.  (1789),  1  East  V.  C.  358,  1  Leach  C.  C.  503  n.  If  the 
declarant  believes  himself  past  recovery  his  declaration  will  be  none 
the  less  admissible  although  at  the  time  it  was  made  he  thought  him- 
self better:  Rex  V.  Tinkler  (1789),  1  East  P.  C.  354;  or  although  the 
surgeon  attending  him  may  believe  him  to  be  progressing  favourably. 
Rer/.  V.  Peel  (1860),  2  F.  &  F.  21. 

Moreover  it  is  not  enough  that  he  should  have  thought  he  would 
ultimately  never  recover;  he  must  have  been  under  an  impression  of 
almost  immediate  dissolution.  Rex  v.  Van  BxiteheJI  (1829),  3  C.  & 
v.  6-29  ;  Re<).  V.  Forrester  (1866).  4  F.  &  F.  857,  lO  Cox  C.  C.  368; 
7t>/.  V.  aioster  (1888),  16  Cox  C  C.  471. 

In  many  cases  the  o])inion  of  the  deceased  as  to  his  condition  has 
been  gathered  fi'om  his  own  expressions.  The  declaration  was  held 
admissible  where  the  deceastnl  had  previously  said,  "I  am  dying,  look 
to  n)y  children;"  Reg.  v.  Goddard  (1882),  15  Cox  C.  C.  7:  and 
where  after  the  surgeon  attending  him  had  said.  "  I  think  you  will 
not  recover."  he  replied.  "I  think  so  too;"  Asltfoii's  ease  (1837),  2 
Lcwiii  (.'.  C.  147:  and  where  he  concduded  his  (hndaration  with  the 
words,  "  I  have  lujule  this  statement  believing  1  shall  not  recover," 
although  lie  Jiad  shortly  before  remarked.  "I  have  seen  the  surgeon 
and  he  has  given  nui  some  little  hope  that  1  am  better,  but  I  do  not 
myself  think  1  shall  ultimately  recover;"  Jt'ef/.  v.  Reaiiei/  (1857), 
Dears.  &  B.  C.  C.  151,  7  Cox  C.  C.  209,  26  L.  J.  M.  C.  43. 

(.)n  the  other  hand  a  subseqiunit  dctdaralion   was  held   inadmissible 
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where  the  deceased  liad  said  merely,  ''  I  tliiiik  myself  in  gi-eat  danger  '* : 
JiJiriufffoii's  cfise  (18^58),  2  Lewin  C.  C.  148:  where  on  being  told  that 
recovery  was  just  jyossilile  hv  replied,  ''I  am  satisfied'"';  Hex  v. 
Christie,  Car.  C.  L.  232:  whereafter  being  told  by  the  surgeon  tliat 
she  would  never  recover  she  ''  hoped  he  would  do  what  lu;  could  for  her, 
for  the  sake  of  her  family"';  Rex  v.  CroelxeH  (1831),  4  C.  &  V.  544: 
where  after  e.vpressing  an  opinion  that  she  would  not  recover  and 
making  the  declaration,  she  later  in  the  same  day  asked  a  person 
whether  he  thinks  she  will  "rise  again";  Hex  v.  F<iijcnt  (1835),  7 
C.  &  1'.  238:  where  she  said  to  the  surgeon  that  slic  found  herscdf 
growing  worse,  and  that  she  had  been  in  ho[)es  she  would  liavc  got 
better,  Init  as  she  was  getting  worse  she  thought  it  Irt  duty  to  men- 
tion what  had  taken  place;  Ile(j.  v.  Meysoii  (184Uj,  \)  C.  «&  P.  418: 
and  where  the  deceased  said  he  was  "a  murdered  man,  and  it  would 
have  beeu  better  if  they  had  killed  him  on  the  spot  tliun  left  him  to 
linger,  and  that  he  thought  he  should  never  get  over  it,"  on  its 
appearing  that  the  expression  "murdered  man''  was  not  used  in  its 
literal  sense,  and  that  the  deceased  did  not  seem  to  have  any  immedi- 
ate fear  of  death  before  his  mind,  the  declaration  was  not  admitted; 
Reg.  V.  Quiltei'  (1854),  (>  Cox  C.  C.  357. 

Similarly  the  declaration  was  not  received  where  the  deceased  stated 
that  thei'e  was  no  hope  "at  present"  of  her  recovery;  Reg.  v.  Jenkhif; 
(1869),  L.  IJ.  1  C.  C.  K.  187,  38  L.  J.  M.  C.  82,"  11  Cox  C.  C.  250: 
and  whei-e  on  being  told  by  a  doctor  that  there  was  little  or  no  hope  of 
recovery  and  asked  if  she  understood  her  position,  she  replied  that  she 
did,  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  proof  of  a  hopeless  expectation  of 
immediate  death;  Reg.  v.  Mitchell  (1892),  17  Cox  C.  C.  503. 

The  declaration  will  not  be  received  if  made  before  the  statement 
which  shows  the  consciousness  of  imminent  death.  A''.'/,  v.  Nicholas 
(1852),  6  Cox  C.  C.  120;   Reg.  v.  Quilter  (1851),  G  Cox  C.  C.  357. 

The  apprehension  of  death  may  also  be  shown  from  the  conduct  of 
the  deceased  or  other  circumstances.  Rex  v.  Bonne)-  (1834),  6  C.  &  P. 
386;  Rexv.  Spi/sburg  (1835),  7  C.  &  P.  187;  Rex  v.  John  (1789), 
1  East  P.  C.  357. 

A  declaration  made  under  the  belief  of  impending  death  was  held 
admissible  though  the  declarant  at  a  later  })eriod  of  the  day  thought 
she  would  recover.  Reg.  v.  Huhhard  (1881),  14  (^ox  C.  C.  565.  See, 
however,  Reg.  v.  Taylor  (1848),  3  Cox  C.  C.  84. 

A  considerable  length  of  time  between  the  making  of  the  statement 
and  the  time  of  death,  does  not  render  the  statement  inadmissible. 
Reg.  V.  Bernadotte  (1869),  11  Cox  C.  C.  316;  Rex  v.  Mosleg  (1825), 
1  Moody  C.  C.  97,  1  Lewin  C.  C.  79. 

It  is  essential  to  the  admissibility  of  the  kind  of  evidence  that  tlie 
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declarant  have  a  sense  of  religious  responsibility.  Rex  y.  Ft]:c  (1829), 
3  C.  &  P.  598;  Reg.  v.  PcrUns  (1840),  9  C.  ^Y.  395. 

It  is  no  objection  to  the  declaration  that  it  was  made  in  answer  to 
questions  put  to  the  deceased.  Rex  v.  Fa  gent  (1835),  7  C.  &  P.  238; 
Reg.  V.  Smith  (1865),  Leigh  &  Cave.  C  C.  607. 

A  dying  declaration  is  admissible  in  favour  of  the  accused;  Rex 
V.  Scalfe  (1836),  1  M.  &  Eob.  551,  2  Lewin  C.  C.  150:  but  where  the 
declaration  is  elicited  by  means  of  questions,  the  question  and  answer 
must  both  be  given  that  it  may  appear  how  much  was  suggested  by  the 
examiner.     Reg.  v.  21ltchell  (1892),  17  Cox  C.  C  503. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

This  doctrine  is  uniformly  accepted  here.  It  would  be  superfluous  to  cite 
authorities  to  the  general  doctrine.  Both  cases  embraced  in  Thayer's  Cases 
on  Evidence. 

Such  declarations  are  not  admissible  except  where  death  is  the  subject  of 
the  charge.  State  v.  Harper,  35  Ohio  State,  78  ;  ;)5  Am.  Mep.  59t) ;  Reynolds 
V.  State,  68  Alabama,  5(12;  Hill  v.  State,  41  Georgia,  484;  Wright  v.  State,  41 
Texas,  '246  ;  Hudson  v.  State,  ■]  Coldwell  (Tennessee),  -355.  (But  they  are 
admissible  in  a  ])rosecution  for  procuring  death  by  abortion.  Montgomery 
v.  State,  SU  Indiana.  ;3.38;  41  Am.  Kep.  81.');  McFarland  v.  Shaio.  2  North 
Carolina  Law  Rep'r.  102). 

So  they  are  not  admissible  in  civil  actions.  Barfield  v.  Britt,  2  Jones  Law 
(Nor.  Car.),  41  ;  62  Am.  Dec.  190 ;  Daily  v.  N.  Y.  ^r.  R.  Co.,  32  Connecti- 
cut, 356 ;  87  Am.  Dec.  176  ;  Marshall  v.  Chicago  ^'c.  Ry.  Co.,  48  Illinois,  475  ; 
95  Am.  Dec.  561. 

The  declarations  must  be  made  by  the  ])erson  for  whose  nuu-der  the  trial  is 
pending.  Stale  v.  West/all,  49  Iowa,  328  ;  Brown  v.  Commonwealth,  73  Penii. 
State,  321  ;  State  v.  Fitzhugh,  2  Oregon,  227;  BraJision  v.  State,  68  Mississippi, 
208;  Hudson  v.  State,  3  Coldwell  (Tennessee),  355.  See  State  v.  Bohan,  15 
Kansas,  419,  disapproving  State  v.  Teirell,  12  Richardson  J^aw  (So.  Car.), 
321.  where  A.  B.  and  C.  had  been  simultaneously  poisoned,  and  where  the 
dying  declarations  of  B.  were  admitted  on  the  trial  for  the  poisoning  of  A. 
So  in  State  v.  Wil.ton,  23  Louisiana  Annual,  558. 

It  must  appear  that  the  declarant  had  given  up  all  boi^e  of  recovery  : 
State  v.  Draper,  65  INlissouri,  335 ;  27  Am.  Rep.  287  ;  Reynolds  v.  State,  supra; 
People  V.  Hodgdon,  55  California,  72  ;  Slate  v.  Ciarraml,  5  Oregon,  216  ;  Dunn 
V.  State,  2  Arkansas,  229;  liny  v.  Slate,  10  Maryland,  633;  Slate  v.  'Black- 
hum,  SO  North  Carolina,  474;  Tracy  v.  People  97  Illinois,  101  ;  Stale  v.  Fur- 
ney,  41  Kansas,  115;  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  262. 

A  suKsequent  ho])e  of  recovery  does  not  rendrr  tlicm  iiia(lnii>;sil)]c  :  Slate  v. 
Reed,  53  Kansas.  7f;7  ;   12  Am.  St.  Rep.  322. 

The  abandonment  oi'  liopc  may  be  inferred,  and  need  not  l)e  actually  ex- 
pressed by  him  :  Kilpatrict  v.  Com.,  7  Casey  (I'tmn.),  198;  State  v.  Gillick, 
7  Chivk  (Iowa),  287  ;  People  v.  Lee,  17  California,  76.  The  inference  nuiy  be 
4lrawn  rn.iu  tlic  nature  ol'  the  injury,  from  wliat  the   injured  person  said,  or 
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from  what  the  physicians  or  atteuduiits  said  iii  his  liearing.  People  v.  Simpson, 
48  Michigan,  174;  Ward  v.  Stale,  78  Alabama,  441;  Stale  v.  Patterson,  4.") 
A'.-rniont,  308;  Mc Daniel  \.  State,  6  Smedes  &  Marshall  (Mississii.i.i),  lUl  ; 
47  Am.  Dec.  '.)'■>. 

It  may  be  by  signs  or  writing.  Com.  v.  Casey,  11  Ciisliing  (Mass.),  117  ;  oi) 
Am.  Dec.  150;  Jones  v.  State,  71  Indiana,  lid. 

Hope  of  recovery,  if  afterward  abandoned,  does  not  exclnde  them.  Small 
T.  Com.,  91  I'enn.  St.  3t)4  ;  Mockahee  v.  Com.,  78  Kentucky,  380  ;  State  v. 
jVt7i>»^,  9  South  CJarolina,  208;  State  v.  KiUjore,  70  Missouri,  54G ;  State  \. 
Ferguson,  2  Hill  (So.  Car.),  U19  ;  27  Am.  Dec.  412. 

They  are  admissible  even  tliough  other  persons  lliouglit  the  declarant 
^vould  recover.     People  v.  Simpson,  48  Micliigan,  474. 

But  not  if  the  declarant  had  hope  of  recoveiy,  though  he  die  an  hour  after- 
Avard.     People  v.  liodgdon,  .j.")  California,  72;  30  Am.  Kep.  30. 

The  examination  need  not  be  formal,  and  it  is  no  objection  that  the  decla- 
rations were  obtained  by  earnest  and  pressing  solicitation  and  in  answer  io 
leading  questions.  Com.  v.  Ca.<(')/,  11  Gushing  (Mass.).  417;  Stale  v.  ll'il.-:on, 
21  Kansas,  189  ;   Vass  v.  Com.,  3  Leigh  (Virginia),  78(J;  24  Am.  Dec.  GO."). 

There  need  not  be  any  examination,  but  they  are  admissible  if  part  of  the 
res  r/esloe.  Thus  in  State  v.  Mace  (Supreme  Court  of  Xortli  Carolina,  24  S. 
E.  R.,  798),  it  was  held  that  the  declaration  of  a  person,  made  as  he  fell  at 
defendants'  feet  when  shot  by  them  :  "  O  Lord  !  They  have  murdered  me 
for  nothing,"  was  not  incompetent  as  a  dying  declaration,  because  deceased 
did  not  call  the  names  of  his  .slayers  nor  as  involving  an  expression  of  opinion. 

They  must  be  strictly  confined  to  the  res  gestce,  and  not  embrace  former  or 
disconnected  transactions.  Rei/nolds  v.  State,  68  Alabama,  502  ;  Wroe  v.  State, 
20  Ohio  State,  460  ;  West  v.  State,  7  Texas  Appeals.  1.50;  Stale  v.  Wood,  53 
Vermont,  560  ;  State  v.  Draper,  65  Missouri,  335;  27  Am.  Rep.  287.  So  the 
addition:  "I  pray  God  to  forgive  him,"  is  iuadmissilile  :  Sullivan  v.  Slate, 
102  Alabama,  135  ;  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  22. 

The  test  is  whether  the  deceased  could  have  testified  to  tliem  if  living. 

The  declarant  need  not  expressly  state  that  he  believes  death  is  imminent, 
and  the  lapse  of  time  between  the  declarations  and  the  death  is  not  material : 
Slate  V.  Poll.  1  Hawks  (Xor.  Car.),  442;  9  Am.  Dec.  655;  Dunn  v.  State,  2 
Arkansas,  229;  35  Am.  Dec.  54;  People  v.  Sanchez,  24  California,  17; 
Murphy  Y.  People,  37  Illinois,  456;  Kilpatrick  v.  Commomcealth.  31  Penn. 
State,  215;  Hill  v.  Commonii-ealth,  2  (Irattan  (Virginia),  601  ;  Dumas  v.  State, 
02  Georgia,  58.  On  the  other  hand  it  has  been  adjudged  that  the  declarant's 
belief  in  instantly  approaching  death  is  essential  :  Commomrealth  v.  Cooper,  5 
Allen  (:\Ia.ss.),  495 ;  81  Am.  Dec.  762:  Montgomery  v.  State,  U  Ohio.  424; 
j\Iorgan  \.  Slate,  31  Indiana,  193  ;  People  v.  Grunzig,  1  Parker  Criminal  (X. 
Y.),  299  ;  People  v.  Perry.  8  Abbott  Practice  X.  S.  (N.  Y.),  34 ;  Lewis  v. 
State,  9  Smedes  &  Marshall  (Mi.ss.),  115 ;  Brakefield  v.  State,  1  Sneed  (Ten- 
nessee), 215;  Reg.  v.  Peltier,  4  Lower  Canada,  3;  State  v.  .Johnson,  118 
Missouri,  491  ;  40  Am.  St.  Rep.-405 ;  "  the  declaration  should  have  been  made 
nnder  an  impression  of  almost  immediate  dissolution  "  :  State  v.  Furney, 
41  Kansas,  115 ;   13  Am.  State   Rep.  202 ;   Hussey  v.  Slate,  87  Alabama,  121  ■ 
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Fulcher  v.  Stale.  28  Texas  Appeals,  465:  Stale  v.  Bradley,  34  South  Carolina, 
13(3 :  Slate  v.  Kindle,  47  Ohio  State,  358 ;  People  v.  Vernon,  35  California, 
49  ;  95  Am.  Dec.  49  ;  State  v.  Wilson,  '24  Kansas,  189  ;  36  Am.  Rep.  257. 

Mere  opinion  or  belief  is  incompetent.  Reynolds  v.  State,  supra  ;  Shaw  v. 
People,  3  Hun  (X.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.),  272 ;  State  v.  Williams,  67  North  Carolina^ 
12  ;  People  v.  Wasson,  65  California,  538  ;  McPherson  v.  State,  22  Georgia,  478- 

Thev  must  be  shown  to  have  been  intelligently  made.  Binjield  v.  State, 
15  Nebraska,  484;  Mitchell  v.  State,  71  Georgia,  128;  McHur/h  v.  Stale,  31  Ala- 
bama, 317. 

If  the  deceased  would  be  incompetent  as  a  witness  if  living,  the  dechira- 
tions  are  inadmissible,  Nesbit  v.  State,  43  Georgia,  238  ;  Walker  v.  Stale,  39' 
Arkansas,  221  ;  Stale  v.  Ah  Lee,  8  Oregon,  214  ;  Bolin  v.  Slate,  9  Lea  (Ten- 
nessee), 516;  Donelly  v.  Slate,  2  Dutcher  (N.  J.),  463. 

They  are  competent  in  favor  of  the  prisoner  as  well  as  against  him.  Hurd 
V.  People,  25  Michigan,  405 ;  Com.  v.  Matthews,  89  Kentucky,  287 ;  Moon  v. 
State,  11  Alabama,  764.  (^Contra  :  Mueck  v.  People,  100  Illinois,  242 ;  39  Am. 
Rep.  38.)  But  declarations  of  a  third  person  on  his  death-bed  that  he  mur- 
dered the  deceased  person  in  question  are  not  admissible  on  behalf  of  the 
accused.      West  v.  Stale,  76  Alabama,  98. 

They  are  impeachable  bj'  proof  of  contradictory  statements  by,  or  of  tlie- 
bad  repute  for  truth  of,  the  declarant.  Felder  v.  State,  23  Texas  Ct.  Appeals, 
477  ;  59  Am.  Rep.  777  ;  Morelock  v.  Stale,  90  Tennessee,  528 ;  Slate  v.  Burt,  41 
Louisiana  Annual,  787 ;  6  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  79 ;  Com.  v.  Cooper,  5 
Allen  (Mass,),  495 ;  Goodall  v.  Stale,  1  Oregon,  333  ;  Slate  v,  Elliott,  45  Iowa,. 
486;  State  v.  Lodge,  9  Delaware,  542:  33  Atlantic  Reporter,  312;  People  v. 
Laicrence,  21  California,  368.     Contra  :   Wroe  v.  State,  20  Ohio  State,  472. 

It  has  even  been  held  that  they  may  be  corroborated  by  proof  of  previous 
consistent  declarations,  although  the  latter  are  not  admissible  as  djdng  decla- 
rations.    Stale  V,  Blackburn,  80  North  Carolina,  474, 

Lack  of  religious  belief  does  not  exclude  them,  Anderson  v.  Slate,  79' 
Alabama,  5. 


No,  19,  — WHITELOCKE   v.  BAKER. 
(CH,  1807,) 

No,  20,  — THE   BERKELEY   PEERAGE   CASE. 

f'll.    h.    COMMITTEE    OF    IMJIVILKOES,    1811,) 
RULE. 

Dkclakations,  oral  or  written,  of  deceased  members  of 
the  family  are  generally  admissible  in  questions  of  pedi- 
gree. They  are  admitted  on  the  principle  that  they  are 
the  natural  effusions  of  a  party  wlio  must  know  the  truth. 
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and  who  speaks  upon  an  occasion  when  his  mind  stands  in 
an  even  position  without  anv  temptation  to  exceed  or  fall 
short  of  the  truth. 

But  declarations  iwd  litem  violum,  having  the  suspicion 
of  a  parti.san  character,  such  as  depositions  in  a  suit  he- 
tween  other  parties  where  the  same  matter  was  in  contro- 
versy —  although  it  is  not  shown  that  the  witness  knew 
the  subject  of  the  controversy  —  are  not  adnii.ssible. 

Whitelocke  v.  Baker. 

I-5  \'esev,  .".U-.')1S  ('.»  \\.  W.  216). 

Evidence.  —  l^edif/ree.  —  Declaration  by  deceased  member  of  family. 

Qualification  as  to  cvicleuce  of  tradition,  oven  upon  podijino.     It  must  [-31 1] 
1)0  from  persons,  havino^  such  a  couucctidu  with  tlio  party,  tliat  it  is  natu- 
ral and  likely,  from  their  domestic  habits,  that  tlioy  are  speaking  the  truth,  and 
^••ould  not  be  mistaken.     Upon  that  principle  descriptions  in  wills,  monuments, 
Bibles,  &c.,  are  admitted. 

A  motion  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  cause,  suin^  as  a 
pauper,  that  the  depositions  inider  a  commission,  taken  out  by  him 
•^•x-'^jrtr/c,  the  defendants  not  joining,  should  be  suppres.sed ;  upon 
objections  to  the  depositions  themselves,  and  upon  misconduct,  at- 
tributed by  attidavit  to  the  plaintiffs  agent,  and  to  the  Commis- 
sioners ;  one  of  wliom  was  rejiresented  as  being  the  solicitor  of  a 
person  having  a  corresponding;'  interest  with  tlie  defendants  in  the 
question. 

The  only  point  of  general  interest  is  contained  in  the  following 
passage  from  the  judgment  of 

The  Lord  Chaxcellor  (Lord  Eldox  ). 

*  The  next  ground  for  this  motion  is  the  materiality  of  [*51-l-j 
the  farther  evidence,  which  it  is  supposed  can  he  given. 
If  that  could  be  represented  as  most  highly  material,  T  dare  nf)t 
trust  myself  with  laying  down  a  precedent,  that  would  authorise 
attempts  to  bring  forward  an  application  in  every  case ;  where, 
even  after  a  cause  had  heen  struck  out,  the  party  might  .see,  that  it 
would  not  be  convenient  to  hear  the  cause  upon  the  evidence,  on 
which  he  originally  intended  to  hear  it.  Tlie  dan_^er  from  that 
would  be  enormous.  But,  upon  the  affidavits,  tliere  is  hardly  any 
part  of  what  is  stated  in  these  affidavits,  that  would  in  tlie  form  of 
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depositions  be  evidence.  I  accede  to  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Mans- 
field, as  it  has  been  stated  from  Cowper,  Goodrigld  d.  Stevens  v. 
Moss,  Cowp.  591  [Xo.  06,  post^,  bnt  it  must  be  understood,  as  it  has 
been  practised  and  acted  upon  ;  and  one  word  in  that  passage  wants 
explanation.  It  was  not  the  opinion  of  Lord  Mansfield,  or  of  any 
judge,  that  tradition,  generally,  is  evidence  even  of  pedigree :  the 
tradition  must  be  from  persons  having  such  a  connection  with  the 
party  to  whom  it  relates,  tliat  it  is  natural  and  likely,  from  their 
domestic  habits  and  connections,  that  they  are  speaking  the  truth, 
and  that  they  could  not  be  mistaken.  Vowlcs  v.  Young,  13  Ves.  140  ; 
see  the  note,  147.  The  whole  goes  upon  that :  declarations  in  the 
family,  descriptions  in  wills,  descriptions  upon  monuments,  descrip- 
tions in  Bibles  and  registry  books,  all  are  admitted  upon  the  prin- 
ciple, that  they  are  the  natural  effusions  of  a  party,  who  must  know 
the  truth  ;  and  who  speaks  upon  an  occasion,  when  his  mind  stands 
in  an  even  position,  without  any  temptation  to  exceed  or  fall  short 
of  tlie  truth.  But  there  may  be  many  circumstances,  forming  part 
of  the  tradition,  wliich  you  would  reject,  taking  the  body  of  the 

tradition. 
[*r)15]  *  Applying  that  to  this  case,  and  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  this  unfortunate  person,  the  answer  to  an  ob- 
jection upon  that  ground  is,  that  the  rules  of  law  are  framed' for 
general  cases ;  and  must  apply  to  this,  unless  it  is  an  excepted  case. 
There  is  no  rule,  that  will  allow  me  to  give  the  benefit  of  what  may 
be  called  a  species  of  secondary  evidence  of  tradition,  to  a  person 
under  these  circumstances,  that  I  could  not  give  under  other  cir- 
cumstances.    It  is  a  misfortune  that  I  cannot  cure. 

The  motion  was  refused,  without  costs  —  the  Commissioners  not 
pressing  for  costs. 

The  Berkeley  Peerage  Case. 

4  riiiniihtll,  401-422  (14  ]{.  \\.  782). 

Evidence.  —  Pedigree.  —  Declaration    hif  deceased   member   of  family.  —  Post 

litem  )H(d(nii. 

[401]  Udusc  of  Lords. —  ("oininittco  of  I'livilcgos.  —  Monday,  May  1.'?,  1811. 

1.  rpou  the  trial  of  an  cipctnu'iit  rosixictinsj;  Black  Aero  botwoeii  A.  ami 
1'.,  ill  wliifli  it,  was  iM^ccssary  for  A.  to  ))rov(f  that,  he  was  tho  Iciritiinate  son  of 
J.  S.,  —  A.,  after  ))r<>viiit<  by  other  oviiloiicc  iliat  .1.  S.  was  his  rejiiited  father, 
offered  to  give  in  evidence!  a  deposition  made  liy  .1.  S.  in  a  cause  in  chancery, 
instituted  by  A.  against  C  \).  in  order  to  i-crpctnate  testimony  to  the  alleged 
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fact  disputed  by  ('.  D.  that  he  was  tlie  Icgitiniato  son  of  J.  S.,  in  wliich  char- 
acter lie  claimed  an  estate  in  reniainder  in  White  Acre,  which  was  also  claimcil 
iu  remainder  by  ('.  D.  J5.,  tlie  defendant  in  tlie  ejectnient,  did  not  chiim  IWack 
Acre  nnder  either  A.  or  C.  D.,  the  jdaintifi'  and  defendant  in  the  chancery  suit. 
Held,  by  the  Judijes  (Graham,  B.,  dissentient),  that,  according  to  law,  the  de- 
position of"  J.  S.  could  not  be  received  Upon  the  trial  of  such  ejectment  again.st 
B.  as  evidence  of  declarations  of  .1.  S.,  the  alleged  father,  iu  matter  of  pedigree. 

2.  T'pou  the  trial  of  an  ejectment  res})ectiug  Long  Acre  between  E.  and  F., 
in  which  it  was  necessary  for  E.  to  prove  that  he  was  the  legitimate  sou  of  W., 
the  said  VV.  being  at  that  time  dead,  —  E.,  after  proving  by  other  evidence  that 
W.  was  his  reputed  father,  offered  to  give  in  evidence  an  entry  in  a  Bible,  iu 
which  liible  W.  had  made  such  entry  in  his  own  handwriting  that  E.  was  his 
eldest  son,  born  in  lawful  wcdloclv  finni  (i.,  the  wife  of  W.,  on  the  first  day 
of  May,  1778,  and  sigiwHl  by  W.  Iiimsclf.  JlelcJ,  by  the  Judges  unanimously, 
that  such  entry  iu  such  Bible  (or  iu  any  other  book-,  or  on  any  other  piece  of 
paper)  could  be  received  to  prove  that  E.  is  the  legitimate  son  of  W.  as  evi- 
dence of  the  declaration  of  W.  in  matter  of  pedigree. 

3.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  ejectment  respecting  Little  Acre  between  X.  and  P., 
in  which  it  was  necessary  for  N.  to  prove  that  he  was  the  legitimate  son  of  T., 
the  said  T.  being  at  that  time  dead.  —  X.,  after  proving  by  other  evidence  tiiat 
T.  was  his  reputed  father,  ofl'ered  to  give  in  evidence  an  entry  iu  a  Bible,  in 
which  Bible  T.  had  made  such  entry  in  his  own  handwriting  that  X.  was  his 
eldest  son,  born  in  lawful  wedlock  from  J.,  the  wife  of  T.,  on  the  1st  day  of  May, 
1778,  and  signed  by  T.  himself.  And  it  was  proved  iu  eviden(;c  on  the  said 
trial  that  the  said  T.  had  declared  '•  that  he  T.  had  made  such  entry  for  the 
express  purpose  of  establishing  the  legitimacy  and  the  time  of  the  birth  of  his 
eldest  son  N.,  in  case  the  same  should  be  called  iu  question,  in  any  case  or  in  any 
cause  whatsoever,  by  any  person  after  the  death  of  him  the  said  T."  Held,  by 
the  Judges  unanimously,  that  such  entry  in  such  Bible  (or  in  any  other  book,  or 
ou  any  other  piece  of  paper)  could  be  received  to  prove  that  N.  is  the  legitimate 
son  of  T.,  as  evidence  of  the  declaration  of  T.  in  matter  of  pedigree  (liut  with 
strong  circumstances  of  suspicion  on  account  of  its  ])articularity.) 

Frederick  Augustus  Berkeley,  the  fifth  Earl  of  Berkeley,  died 
8th  Atigust  1810. 

*  On  the  27th  of  October  in  the  same  year,  the  claimant  [*  402] 
presented  a  petition  to  His  ^Majesty,  praying  that  a  writ 
might  be  issued  to  summon  liini  to  Parliament  ])y  the  title  of  Earl 
of  Berkeley,  as  eldest  son  of  the  late  Earl,  by  Mary,  Countess  of 
Berkeley.  This  petition,  on  the  recommendation  of  Sir  Vieary 
Gibbs,  then  His  Majesty's  Attorney  General,  was  referred  by  the 
Prince  llegent  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

To  explain  the  questions  stibmitted  in  this  case  to  the  Judges,  it 
is  only  necessary  to  state  that  William  Fitzharding  Berkeley,  the 
claimant,  was  born  26tli  December  1786,  and  that  he  alleged  that 
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his  father  and  mother  were  married  in  the  pari.sh  of  Berkeley,  in 
the  county  of  Gloucester,  on  the  30th  of  March  178-".  They  were 
likewise  married  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Lambeth,  on  the  16th 
of  May  1796,  till  which  time  Lady  Berkeley  did  not  appear  as  his 
Lordship's  wife ;  nor  was  the  claimant  till  some  time  after  treated 
as  their  legitimate  son.  They  had  several  children  after  the  second 
marriage.  The  only  question  before  the  Lords  respected  the  legit- 
imacy of  the  claimant ;  and  that  depended  entirely  upon  the 
reality  of  the  first  marriage  alleged  to  have  taken  place  between 
his  parents. 

In  the  year  1799,  a  bill  was  filed  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  by 
the  present  claimant  and  three  of  his  brothers,  born  before  the 
second  marriage,  to  perpetuate  the  testimony  of  their  legitimacy, 
on  the  ground  that  they  were  entitled,  in  remainder  in  tail  after  an 
estate  for  life,  to  certain  lands  then  held  by  their  father;  —  the 
children  born  after  the  second  marriage  and  others  entitled  in 
remainder  after  them  being  made  the  defendants. 

The  Earl  of  Berkeley  was  one  of  the  witnesses  examined  on  in- 
terrogatories for  the  plaintiffs,  and  in  his  deposition  he  swore 
po.sitively  to  the  reality  of  the  first  marriage  and  the  plaintiffs 
legitimacy. 

The  counsel  for  the  claimant,  after  a  lai'ge  body  (if  other  evidence 
adduced  before  the  Committee  of  Privileges,  now  proposed  to  read 
this  deposition  as  a  declaration  by  the  late  Earl  of  Berkeley  in 

matter  of  pedigree  respecting  the  legitimacy  of  his  son. 
[*403]  *  The  admissibility  of  the  deposition  was  opposed  by  Sir 
Vicary  Gibbs,  the  Attorney  General,  on  tlie  part  of  the 
crown,  and  Sir  Thomas  Plomer,  Solicitor  General,  appointed  to 
watch  the  interests  of  the  eldest  son  born  after  the  maniagc  in  the 
parish  of  Landieth. 

Thei'eupon  the  Judges  were  summoned,  and  the  following 
questions  were  submittcnl  by  the  House  of  Lords  to  their 
consideration. 

1.  "  Tjion  tlhe  trial  of  an  ejectment  respecting  Black  Acre, 
between  A.  and  V>.  in  wliidi  it  was  necessary  for  A.  to  ])rove  that 
he  was  the  legitimate  son  of  J.  S., —  A.  after  proving  by  other 
evidence  that  J.  S.  was  his  reputed  father,  offered  to  give  in  evidence 
a  deposition  made  by  J.  S.  in  a  cause  in  Chancery,  instituted  by  A. 
ngainst  C.  I).,  in  order  to  ])ei])etuate  testimony  to  the  alleged  fact 
disjiut<id  l)y  (.'.  D.,  that  he  was  the  legitimate  son  of  J.  S.,  in  which 
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character  he  claimed  an  estate  m  remainder  in  White  Acre,  \vhich 
was  also  claimed  in  remainder  by  C.  I).  — B.  the  defendant  in  the 
ejectment  did  not  claim  Black  Acre  under  either  A.  or  (\  1).,  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  in  the  Chancery  suit. 

"  According  to  law,  could  the  deposition  of  J.  8.  he  received  upon 
the  trial  of  such  ejectment,  against  B.  as  evidence  of  declarations 
of  J.  S.  the  alleged  father  in  matters  of  pedigree  ? 

2.  "  Upon  the  trial  of  an  ejectment  respecting  Long  Acre,  between 
K.  and  F.,  in  which  it  was  necessary  for  E.  to  prove  that  he  was 
the  legitimate  son  of  W.,  the  said  W.  being  at  that  time  dead, —  K. 
after  proving  by  other  evidence  that  W.  was  his  reputed  father, 
offered  to  give  in  evidence  an  entry  in  a  Bible  in  which  Bible  W. 
had  made  such  entry  in  his  own  handwriting,  that  E.  was  his 
eldest  son,  born  in  lawful  wedlock  from  (r.  the  wife  of  W.,  on  the 
1st  day  of  May  1778,  and  .signed  by  W.  himself. 

"  Could  such  entry  in  such  Bible  be  received  to  prove  that  E.  is 
the  legitimate  son  of  W.,  as  evidence  of  the  declaration  of  AV.  in 
matter  of  pedigree  ? 

*  3.  "  Upon  the  trial  of  an  ejectment  respecting  Little  [*  404] 
Acre,  between  X.  and  P.,  in  whiidi  it  was  necessary  for  X.  to 
prove  that  he  was  the  legitimate  son  of  T.,  the  said  T.  being  at  that 
time  dead,  —  X.  after  proving  by  other  evidence  that  T.  was  his  re- 
puted father,  offered  to  give  in  evidence  an  entry  in  a  Bilde,  in  v^diich 
Bible  T.  had  made  such  entry  in  his  own  handwriting  that  X.  was 
his  eldest  son,  born  in  lawful  wedlock  from  J.  the  wife  of  T.  on 
the  1st  day  of  May  1778,  and  signed  by  T.  himself:  And  it  was 
proved  in  evidence  on  the  said  trial  that  the  said  T.  had  declared 
'  that  he  T.  had  made  such  entry  for  the  express  purpose  of  estab- 
lishing the  legitimacy,  and  the  time  of  the  birth,  of  his  eldest  son 
X.  in  ca.se  the  same  should  be  called  in  question,  in  any  case  or  in 
any  cause  whatsoever,  by  any  ]ierson,  after  the  death  of  him  the 
said  T.' 

"Could  such  entry  in  such  Bible  be  received,  to  prove  that  X.  is 
the  legitimate  son  of  T.,  as  evidence  of  the  declaration  of  T.  in 
matter  of  pedigree  ?  " 

Upon  the  first  question,  the  Judges  not  being  unanimous,  they 
delivered  their  opinions  seriatim. 

Bayley,  J.  The  opinion  which  I  have  formed  is  that  the  dep- 
osition is  not  admissible  evidence.  Your  Lordships  observe  that 
the  party  against  whom  the  evidence  is  offered  was  a  stranger  to 
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the  suit,  and  the  deposition  is  ofiered  in  evidence,  not  in  its  char- 
acter of  deposition,  but  as  a  declaration.  I  lay  out  of  consideration 
the  circumstance  stated  in  the  question  of  its  being  the  deposition 
of  a  reputed  father ;  because  I  believe  all  the  Judges  are  agreed 
that  no  objection  arises  to  its  admissibility  on  that  ground.  The 
grounds  on  which  it  appears  to  me  that  the  deposition  is  not  re- 
ceivable in  evidence  as  the  declaration  of  the  witness  are  these : 
because  it  was  made  jjost  litem  niotam,  after  a  controversy  raised 
upon  this  very  point ;  because  J.  S.  the  witness  wlio  made  it  was 
brought  forward  to  speak  to  the  point  by  a  person  who  had  a 
direct  interest  in  establishing  it ;  because  the  deposition  is  upon 
interrogatories  formally  put  to  J.  S.  by  an  interested  party  ;  and 
because  B.  against  whom  it  is  proposed  that  the  deposition 
[*405]  should  be  read,  had  nn  opiiortunity  (if  *  putting  any  ques- 
tions on  his  own  behalf.  In  general  when  evidence  is 
given  vivu  voce  in  Courts  of  justice,  the  witnesses  speak  to  what 
they  know,  and  each  party  has  in  turn  an  opportunity  of  glutting 
such  questions  as  he  may  think  fit  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  forth 
the  whole  truth  and  of  throwing  every  light  upon  the  subject 
which  the  witness  is  capable  of  giving.  Whoever  has  attended  to 
the  examination,  the  cross-examination,  and  the  re-examination  of 
witnesses,  and  has  observed  what  a  very  different  shape  their  story 
appears  to  take  in  each  of  these  stages,  will  at  once  see  how  ex- 
tremely dangerous  it  is  to  act  (n\  tlie  c-r  purfe  statement  of  any 
witness,  and  still  more  of  a  witness  brought  forward  under  the  in- 
Huence  of  a  party  interested.  In  this  case  A.  whose  legitimacy  is 
supposed  to  be  in  issue  has  ]uit  to  J.  S.  every  (question  he  thought 
fit';  and  has  therefore  obtained  from  him  probaldy  not  the  whole 
that  J.  S.  knows  upon  the  subject,  l>ut  all  that  will  benefit  A.  : 
while  ]).,  against  wliom  this  d(^])osition  is  to  be  read,  has  had  no 
<)p])ortunity  of  ])roposing  a  single  question  to  rl.  8.  either  to  put 
his  veracity  to  the  test,  or  to  bring  out  any  otlier  matter  within 
the  knowledge  of  J.  S.  which  would  make  in  his  f;ivoui'.  "Where  a 
niiin  speaks  u]ion  a  subject  of  his  own  accord,  he  natui-ally  tells  the 
whole  of  what  he  knows;  lint  where  he  is  examined  on  interroga- 
tories formally  administered  to  liim,  his  answers  are  naturally  con- 
fin(;d  to  the  ]tailiculai-s  to  which  he  is  so  interrogated;  and  as  the 
examining  l)arty  generally  knows  1)eforehand  the  scope  of  the  wit- 
ness's evidence,  he  has  an  o])portunity  of  so  sha])ing  his  questions 
as  that  tliey  may  elicit  everything  in  his  favour  with  which  the 
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witness  is  aci^uainted,  and  keep  l)aek  everything  of  a  contrary  ten- 
dency. It  may  be  said  that  a  question  of  legitimacy  is  an  excep- 
tion to  the  general  rule,  and  that  a  father  having  unce  attirmed  his 
son  to  he  legitimate,  no  incjuiries  c  contra  can  destroy  the  efiect  of 
his  testimony.  But  the  father  may  have  views  of  his  own,  and  a 
})ersonal  interest  to  serve  l>y  establishing  the  legitimacy  of  his  eld- 
est son.  His  eldest  son  may  be  of  an  age  to  cut  off  an  entail, 
which  cannot  be  done  by  means  of  the  younger.  There  may  be 
A'arious  other  considerations  in  point  of  interest  to  influence  the 
father,  which  if  exhibited  l)y  cross-examination  might  in  a  great 
degree  impeach,  if  not  completely  destroy,  the  efiect  of  the  evidence 
he  has  given.  So  it  might  turn  out  on  cross-examination 
that  he  had  made  other  c(»ntrary  *  declarations,  perhaps  [  *  406] 
equally  solemn  as  those  to  which  he  has  been  asked,  aiul 
that  his  conduct  towards  his  children  and  towards  other  persons 
had  been  such  as  to  throw  an  entire  discredit  on  his  present  as- 
severations. The  learned  Judge  then  made  some  observations  on 
the  case  of  Wliitdoclie  v.  Baler,  Vo  Yes.  511,  (p.  309,  ante,)  and 
Goodright  v.  J/o.s.s-,  Cowp.  591  [Xo.  ?^^,  i^osf],  and  concluded  by 
submitting  it  to  their  Lordships  as  his  opinion,  that  the  deposi- 
tions of  J.  S.  as  evidence  of  declarations  in  matter  of  pedigree 
ought  not  to  be  received. 

"Wood,  15.  The  admission  of  liearsay  evidence  of  the  declarations 
of  deceased  persons  in  matters  of  pedigree  is  an  exception  to  the 
general  law  of  evidence ;  and  it  has  ever  been  received  with  a  de- 
gree of  jealousy,  because  the  opposite  party  has  had  no  opportunity 
of  cross-examining  the  persons  by  whom  the  declarations  are  sup- 
posed to  have  been  made.  But  declarations  to  be  receivable  in 
evidence,  as  I  have  always  understood,  and  as  was  said  in  the 
case  of  Wliitelocke  v.  Baler,  must  have  been  the  natui-al  effusions 
of  the  mind  of  the  party  making  them,  and  must  have  been  made 
on  an  occasion  when  his  mind  stood  in  an  even  ])osition,  without 
any  temptation  to  exceed  or  fall  short  of  the  truth.  Upon  this 
principle  it  has  been  the  general  rule,  as  far  l)ack  as  my  experience 
and  knowledge  go,  to  reject  hearsay  evidence  of  the  declarations  of 
deceased  persons,  not  only  relative  to  matters  in  actual  suit,  but  in 
dispute  and  controversy  prior  to  the  commencement  of  judicial 
proceedings.  Though  such  declarations  may  in  some  instances  be 
founded  in  truth,  I  have  always  understood  it  to  be  a  general  rule 
to  reject  them,  because  of  the  possibility,  nay  probability,  that  they 
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may  have  been  made  to  serve  one  or  other  of  the  contending  par- 
ties. A  most  arduous  task  would  be  imposed  upon  the  Judge  who 
has  to  determine  in  the  first  instance  upon  the  admissibility  or  non- 
admissibility  of  evidence,  if  he  had  no  fixed  rule  to  go  by  in  such 
cases  ;  and  if  he  must  in  each  case  institute  a  previous  enquiry  into 
all  the  circumstances  whicli  might  or  might  not  influence  the 
mind  of  the  party  making  the  declaration  after  tlie  suit  was  com- 
menced or  the  controversy  had  arisen.  To  preserve  therefore  the 
pure    administration    of   justice,    and    for    the    sake    of  certainty 

and  public  convenience,  the  law  has  drawn  the  line 
[*407]  *  which  I  have  mentioned;  and  in  practice  tlie  rule  is  well 

establislied,  that  declarations  made  upon  a  subject  then  in 
suit,  or  in  controversy  or  dispute  preparatory  to  it,  are  not  to  be 
received  in  evidence.  For  these  reasons  it  is  my  liumV)le  opinion, 
that  the  deposition  of  J.  S.  could  not  be  received  on  the  trial  of  the 
ejectment. 

(tRAHAM,  B.  1  have  the  misfortune  to  dilTer  upon  this  question 
not  only  with  the  two  learned  persons  who  liave  preceded,  but  I 
am  afraid  with  the  rest  of  my  brethren  wln»  are  to  follow  me. 
But  the  opinion  I  am  about  to  offer  is  the  conclusion  to  which  my 
mind  lias  come  with  perfect  satisfaction,  lender  tlie  circumstances 
of  the  case,  I  think  there  is  no  legal  objection  to  receiving  this  dep- 
o.sition  in  evidence  —  not  as  a  deposition  —  tliat  I  am  not  pre- 
]»ared  to  say  —  but  as  a  declaration  of  the  deponent.  One  ground 
on  which  T  am  induced  to  doubt  the  soundness  of  that  rule  which 
lias  been  laid  down  by  my  learned  Brothers  is,  that  I  cannot  find  it 
stated  in  any  Ijook  of  law  that  ever  fell  within  my  reading.  If 
there  be  a  rule  that  the  declaration  of  a  deceased  person  upon  a 
subject  on  which  evidence  of  reputation  may  generally  be  received^ 
is  inadmis.sible  when  made  subsequent  to  suit  commenced,  it  is  a 
rule  with  which  in  my  little  experience  1  have  not  become  ac- 
(piainted,  and  which  is  confined  to  the  breasts  of  a  few  peculiarly- 
conversant  with  the  business  of  nisi  prius.  I  must  likewise  ob- 
serve that  gn^at  uncei'tainty  will  arise  in  the  application  of  the 
rule.  \W'  are  told  that  it  extends  to  all  declarations  after  a  suit  is 
in  contemplation.  But  how  is  it  to  be  determined  whether  the 
parties  did  or  A\^\  not  contemplate  a  suit  at  any  given  moment  of 
time?  Then  if  it  should  be  clearly  shown  that  the  ])arty  making 
th(i  d(!clarations  could  not  by  possibility  know  that  a  suit  was 
commenced  or  cont(3m])latcd,  surely  ilic  decdai-ations  are  receivable ; 
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but  if  you  exclude  them  when  liis  knowledge  of  the  lis  niota  is 
made  to  appear,  wliat  a  field  of  in(|UJry  is  opened  as  often  as  evi- 
dence of  reputation  is  tendered  to  a  Judge  and  jury?  It  seldom 
happens  that  an  investigation  of  a  pedigree  takes  place  till  an 
action  is  brought  or  resolved  upon,  and  it  will  often  be  a  great 
liard.ship  to  reject  what  was  then  said  by  a  member  of  the  family 
wlio  dies  before  the  trial.  Suppose  a  man  is  privately  married 
before  the  English  Ambassador  at  Paris,  where  no  register 
is  kept,  and  has  a  son.  On  his  return  to  this  country  *  he  [*40«Sj 
is  ra-married  to  satisfy  the  scruples  of  his  wife  ;  and  after- 
wards has  another  son.  In  the  progress  of  twenty  or  thirty  years, 
when  all  the  witnesses  to  the  marriage  except  the  father  are  dead, 
i\\\  estate  is  left  to  the  eldest  legitimate  son,  wlio  enters  into  pos- 
session. The  younger  son  brings  an  ejectment  to  recover  this. 
The  father  hears  of  such  a  proceeding  with  surprise  and  dismay, 
makes  a  solemn  declaration  of  the  legitimacy  of  the  eldest  son,  and 
<lies.  I  should  recpiire  strong  authority  and  clear  principle  for  the 
rule  which  should  exclude  his  dying  declaration  at  the  trial  of  the 
•ejectment.  You  may  have  the  natural  and  voluntary  effusions  of 
the  mind  of  the  individual  after  a  suit  is  commenced,  although 
what  he  then  says  may  be  subject  to  more  suspicion.  Let  the  ob- 
jection therefore  go  to  the  credit,  not  to  the  competency  of  the  evi- 
dence. Do  not  shut  out  wliat  may  be  the  truth,  and  what  may  be 
the  only  mode  of  arriving  at  justice.  Receive  the  evidence,  and 
let  the  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  Judge,  determine  to  what 
weight  it  is  entitled.  Hearsay  evidence  is  always  to  be  received 
with  caution,  and  particularly  that  which  may  have  arisen  when 
men's  minds  were  heated  and  biassed  by  an  existing  controversy 
upon  the  subject;  but  instead  of  laying  down  a  rigid  rule  which 
may  exchide  hond  fide  declarations  entitled  to  implicit  credit,  con- 
fide in  the  discretion  of  the  Judge,  whose  duty  it  is  to  point  out 
the  circumstances  which  in  each  particular  case  ought  to  influence 
the  conclusion  of  the  jury.  Xotwithstanding  my  profound  respect 
for  the  noble  and  learned  lord  who  decided  the  case  of  Wliitclocl-e 
V.  Bal'cr.  I  certainly  do  not  altogether  approve  of  the  accuracy 
■and  precision  and  justice  of  tlie  rule  there  laid  down.  Uut  that 
noble  lord  will  allow  me  to  say,  that  if  this  particular  question 
had  been  stated  to  him  upon  that  occasion,  his  Lordship  would 
have  hesitated  at  least  before  he  would  have  held  that  the  deposi- 
tion of  the  parent  taken  under  these  circumstances  could  not  be 
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received  as  a  declaration.  The  case  of  Goodright  v.  Moss  I  must 
consider  an  authority  the  other  way.  —  Although  this  deposition  is 
not  the  spontaneous  effusion  of  a  man's  mind,  yet  perhaps  it  is  en- 
titled to  some  degree  of  credit  on  the  very  ground  that  the  depo- 
nent did  not  come  forward  as  a  volunteer,  and  that  being  judicially 
interrogated,  he  declared  what  he  knew  upon  the  subject  under  the 
sanction  of  an  oath.  We  must  likewise  remember  that  he  stood 
quite  indifferent  between  the  parties.  As  it  strikes  me,  no 
[*  409]  one  has  a  *  right  to  suppose  that  J.  S.  did  not,  in  this  dep- 
osition, give  the  true  history  of  his  marriage  and  of  his 
family.  What  ground  have  we  to  suppose  that  there  was  any  bias 
on  his  mind,  or  that  he  was  interested  for  one  of  his  children  more 
than  for  another  ?  He  was  compelled  to  state  what  he  knew  upon 
the  subject,  and  it  seems  what  he  then  declared  must  be  rejected 
because  he  spoke  by  compulsion  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath, 
although  his  voluntary  effusion  upon  the  same  subject  would  have 
been  admitted  without  question.  Your  Lordships  are  about  to  es- 
tablish a  precedent  of  great  importance ;  and  if  the  rule  which  has 
been  laid  down  be  adopted,  I  fear  considerable  confusion  may  be 
introduced  into  investigations  respecting  pedigree,  and  that  evi- 
dence will  often  be  excluded  which  would  lead  to  the  discovery  of 
truth,  and  to  the  due  distribution  of  justice  between  man  and  man. 
It  is  my  humble  opinion  in  this  case,  that  the  deposition  of  J.  8. 
ought  to  be  received  as  a  declaration,  although  made  after  the  suit 
was  commenced. 

Lawrence,  J.  T  concur  with  the  Judges  who  have  stated  their 
opinions  against  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence.  Prom  the 
necessity  of  the  thing,  the  declarations  of  members  of  the  family, 
in  matters  of  pedigree,  are  generally  admitted ;  but  the  adminis- 
trntion  of  justice  would  be  perverted  if  such  declarations  could  be 
admitted  which  have  not  a  presumption  in  their  favour  that  they 
are  consistent  with  truth.  Where  the  relator  had  no  interest  to 
serve,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  supposing  that  his  mind  stood 
otherwise  than  even  upon  the  subject,  (wliich  may  be  fairly  in- 
ferred before  any  dispute  upon  it  has  arisen,)  we  may  reasonably 
sup])oso  tliat  he  neither  stops  short,  nor  goes  beyond  tlie  limits 
of  ti-uth  ill  his  spontaneous  declarations  respecting  his  relations 
and  the  state  of  his  family.  The  receiving  of  these  declarations, 
tliorefore,  though  made  without  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  and  with- 
out any  opportunity  of   cross-examination,  may  not  be  attended 
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with  such  mischief  as  the  rejection  of  such  evidence,  wliicli  in 
matters  of  pedigree  would  often  be  the  rejection  of  all  the  evidence 
that  could  be  offered.  But  mischievous  indeed  would  be  the  con- 
setjuence  of  receiving  an  ex  'parte  statement  <>f  a  deceased  witness, 
although  upon  oath,  procured  1)V  the  ])arty  who  would  take  ad- 
vantage of  it,  and  delivered  under  that  bias  which  may 
naturally  operate  *  on  the  mind  in  the  course  of  a  contro-  [*410] 
versy  upon  the  subject.  Notwithstanding  what  is  said  in 
(loodright  v.  Moss,  I  cannot  think  that  Lord  Mansfield  would 
have  held  that  declarations  in  matters  of  pedigree,  made  after  the 
controversy  had  arisen,  ought  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  They 
stand  precisely  on  the  same  footing  as  declarations  on  ([uestions 
of  rights  of  way,  rights  of  common,  and  other  matters  depending 
upon  usage  ;  and  although  I  cannot  call  to  mind  the  ruling  of 
any  particular  Judge  upon  the  subject,  yet  I  know  that  according 
to  my  experience  of  the  practice,  (an  experience  of  nearly  forty 
years,)  whenever  a  witness  has  admitted  that  what  he  was  going 
to  state  he  had  heard  after  the  beginning  of  a  controversy,  his 
testimony  has  been  uniformly  rejected.  If  the  danger  of  fabri- 
cation and  falsehood  lie  a  reason  for  rejecting  such  evidence  in 
cases  of  prescription,  that  will  equally  apply  in  ca.ses  of  pedigree, 
where  the  stake  is  generally  of  much  greater  value.  In  looking  for 
authorities  upon  the  subject,  I  have  found  two  cases  at  Nisi  Prius, 

Spadwell  v. ,  before  Lord  C.  Pjaron  Kevnolds  at  the  Spring 

Assizes  at  Exeter  in  1730,  and  Hayivard  v.  Firm  in,  before  Lord 
Camden  at  the  Sittings  after  Trinity  term  1766.  In  the  first  of 
these,  the  declarations  of  an  aunt  as  to  which  of  three  brothers 
came  first  into  the  world,  made  after  the  dispute  had  arisen,  were 
rejected ;  but  such  as  she  had  made  prior  to  the  dispute  were 
received.  Therefore  in  that  case"  the  learned  Judge  took  the  dis- 
tinction of  before  and  after  litigation  commenced.  Hai/iraril  v. 
Firmin  was  an  issue  to  try  the  legitimacy  of  a  child  :  and  the 
declarations  of  the  mother  as  to  that  fact  were  received  in  evidence, 
though  made  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  But  it  appears 
that  the  case  determined  by  Lord  C.  Baron  Reynolds,  was  not  at 
that  time  brought  under  the  consideration  of  Lord  Camden.  In 
Goodright  v.  Moss,  the  point  whether  declarations  could  be  re- 
ceived which  were  made  while  the  dispute  was  existing  was  not 
adverted  to,  and  in  considering  the  authority  of  that  decision,  it 
must  not  be  forgotten  that  Mr.  Baron  Eyre,  who  tried  the  cause. 
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was  of  opinion,  that  the  answer  was  not  admissible  evidence. 
The  authorities  being  thus  balanced,  I  think  the  point  must  be 
considered  as  without  any  decision,  and  we  must  resort  to  prin- 
ciple and  the  uniform  practice  which  has  obtained  in  ques- 
[*  411]  tions  of  prescription.  *  Hardships  may  arise  in  rejecting 
declarations  made  between  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
and  the 'time  of  the  trial;  but  such  hardships  are  not  confined  to 
the  case  of  pedigree.  In  other  cases,  if  witnesses  die  before  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  the  party  who  relied  upon  their  testimony  must 
sustain  the  loss.  For  avoiding  uncertainty  in  judicial  proceedings, 
general  rules  must  be  laid  down  and  adhered  to,  without  regard 
to  our  feelings  or  our  wishes  on  particular  occasions.  Besides, 
the  hardship  may  generally  be  avoided  by  a  bill  to  perpetuate 
testimony.  In  the  supposed  case  of  the  marriage  at  Paris,  no 
difficulty  need  have  arisen ;  for  under  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testi- 
mony, the  father  might  have  been  examined  on  behalf  of  the 
eldest  son,  and  his  deposition  as  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
first  marriage  regularly  read  against  the  younger  son  on  the  trial 
(if  the  ejectment.  Although  the  exclusion  of  declarations  made 
in  the  course  of  the  controversy  may  prejudice  some  individuals, 
it  is  better  to  submit  to  this  inconvenience  than  expose  Courts  of 
justice  to  the  frauds  which  would  be  practised  upon  them  were 
a  contrary  rule  to  prevail.  That  this  is  not  an  imaginary  appre- 
hension, will  occur  from  what  happened  at  the  bar  of  your  Lord- 
ships' house  in  the  D(mgl(i^  and  Anglcsen  causes,  —  in  the  first  of 
which,  fa])ricated  letters  were  given  in  evidence  before  your  Lord- 
ships, and  in  the  second,  false  declarations.  Notwithstanding 
the  danger  of  incurring  the  penalties  of  the  crime  of  perjury, 
there  is  scarce  an  assize  or  sittings  in  which  witnesses  are  not 
produced  who  swear  in  direct  cohtradiction  the  one  to  the  other; 
and  it  may  be  feared  that  ]M>rsons  who  liave  as  little  regard  to 
truth,  may  be  induced  to  make  false  declarations,  when  they  run 
no  risk  of  punishment  in  this  world,  as  no  use  can  be  made  of 
their  evidence  till  after  their  deatli.  We  know  tliat  passion, 
pn-judice,  ]tarty,  and  even  good-will,  tempt  many  who  preserve 
a  fair  cliaivacter  with  the  world  to  deviate  froiu  truth  in  the 
laxity  of  conversation.  (Jan  it  be  presumed  that  a  man  stands 
l)erfect]y  iudi(r<'reiit  ujion  an  existing  dispute  respecting  his 
kindred?  His  declarations  pod  litem  motaiii,  not  merely  after 
the  commencement  of  the  lawsuit,  but  after  the  dispute  has  arisen, 
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(that  is  the  primary  meaning  of  the  word  lis.y  are  evi- 
dently more  likely  to  mislead  *  the  jury  than  to  direct  [*412] 
them  to  a  right  eonclusion,  and  therefore  ouglit  not  to  be 
received  in  evidence.  I  am  likewise  of  ophiion,  that  no  deposition 
can  be  received  in  evidence  as  a  declaration,  to  j)rove  a  fact  which 
it  was  the  object  of  that  deposition  to  establish.  A  deposition  is 
the  answer  of  the  witness  to  such  interrogatories  as  it  is  thought 
expedient  to  put  to  liim,  to  establish  certain  facts  wliicdi  the  plain- 
tiff' alleges,  and  on  which  his  case  depends.  Consecpiently,  a 
<leposition  is  considered  a  partial  representation  of  facts,  as  to 
all  persons  who  have  no  opportunity  of  bringing  out  the  whole 
truth  by  cross-examination  :  and  on  that  account,  all  admit  that 
against  a  stranger  it  cannot  be  received  in  evidence  as  a  deposition. 
How  then  shall  it  be  received  as  a  declaration  ?  In  that  ca.se,  the 
circumstance  of  its  being  upon  oath  cannot  be  regarded.  To  con- 
sider it  a  declaration  on  oath,  would  be  to  receive  it  as  a  deposi- 
tion. This  would  be  blowing  hot  and  cold.  As  a  declaration  it 
is  still  subject  to  the  same  vice  and  infirmity  of  being  an  answer 
to  particular  questions  artfully  put  with  an  interested  view  by 
one  party  behind  the  back  of  the  other.  All  the  objections  on 
which  it  is  allowed  tliat  this  document  cannot  be  received  as  a 
deposition,  apply  with  at  least  equal  strength  to  receiving  it  as 
a  declaration  ;  and  I  cannot  but  think  that  the  law  of  f^ngland 
would  be  under  a  just  reproach,  if  a  document  which  must  be 
rejected  in  one  character,  might  be  rendered  admissible  by  the 
paltry  juggle  of  changing  its  name. 

Heath,  J.  I  concur  in  opinion  with  the  majority  of  the  .Judges. 
Since  the  party  against  whom  it  is  proposed  to  read  this  depo- 
sition had  no  opportunity  of  cross-examining  J.  S.,  who  must  be 
taken  merely  to  have  answered  such  questions  as  the  plaintiff 
found  it  convenient  to  put  to  him,  I  think,  tliat  as  a  declaration 
it  is  exposed  to  every  objection  to  which  it  was  liable  as  a  depo- 
sition. Another  objection  equally  strong  is,  that  it  was  made 
after  the  dis})ute  had  arisen.  In  the  course  of  my  long  experience, 
in  all  the  circuits  I  have  gone,  I  never  heard  till  now  of  such 
evidence  being  receivable.  "When  the  objection  that  the  declara- 
tion was  post  litem  motara  has  been  taken,  it  has  been  constantly 
acquiesced  in.  It  is  true  there  is  no  mention  made  of  this 
rule   in  the  books  of   reports,   because  they  note  only  the  deci- 

'  Philosophi  ittatein  in  lltibtis  coutcruiit.      Cic. 
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[*413]  sion  of  doubtful  points.  They  do  not  *  notice  matter 
of  mere  practice,  which  was  never  questioned.  When  the 
contest  has  originated,  people  take  part  on  one  side  or  the  other ; 
their  minds  are  in  a  ferment ;  and  if  they  were  disposed  to  speak 
the  truth,  facts  are  seen  by  them  tlirough  a  false  medium.  Tlie 
authorities  cited  are  conflicting ;  therefore  your  Lordsliips  will 
be  governed  by  principle  ;  and  upon  principle  it  seems  clear  to 
me  that  the  evidence  ought  to  be  rejected.  Courts  of  law  have 
endeavoured  to  avoid  any  extension  of  the  rule  which  admits 
declarations  in  matter  of  Y)edigree ;  and  serious  mischief  might 
arise  from  relaxing  it.  (ireat  estates  have  been  litigated  upon 
this  species  of  evidence,  and  perjury  with  regard  to  declarations 
has  been  most  abundant.  l>ut  it  would  hold  out  an  invitation 
to  fabricated  testimony,  if  declarations  could  be  received  in  evi- 
dence which  have  been  made  when  the  contest  was  actually  begun. 
Macdonald,  C.  ]}.  I  agree  in  the  opinion  entertained  upon  this 
subject  by  almost  all  the  learned  Judges.  The  question  is  of  in- 
finite importance.  If  such  evidence  is  to  be  adduced  to  establish 
legitimacy,  it  must  equally  be  received  to  establish  illegitimacy ; 
and  in  my  humble  judgment,  it  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  would 
sliake  the  condition  of  every  man  in  the  kingdom.  After  a  dispute 
upon  the  very  point  has  arisen,  a  witness  is  brought  forward  by. 
a  party,  who  of  course  tries  to  find  out  those  whose  testimony  will 
be  most  beneficial  to  him,  —  who  will  say  most  in  liis  favour,  and 
least  against  him.  In  the  case  put  by  your  Loid^sliips,  there 
was  no  opportunity  given  to  the  party  against  wliom  this  deposi- 
tion is  to  be  read  to  cross-examine  tlie  witness.  And  if  he  had 
been  cross-examined  by  the  defendant  in  the  equity  suit,  what 
does  it  amount  to  ?  Tlie  difference  is  great  between  what  is  called 
a  cross-examination  in  equity,  and  a  cross-examination  at  law. 
In  equity,  the  one  party  knows  not  tlie  (|uestions  put  by  the 
other,  nor  the  answers  which  liave  been  given  by  the  wit- 
ness. In  the  course  of  a  trial  at  law,  every  witness  conies 
forward  in  tlie  presence  of  both  parties,  and  of  tliose  who  are 
to  decide  upon  his  testimony.  He  is  examined  in  chief 
]>y  the  party  who  produces  him;  he  is  cross-examined  by  the 
opposite  l»arty  to  the  same  or  other  topics ;  and  then  comes  the 
re-examination  to  ex])laiii  what  may  have  been  rendered 
[*414]  ambiguous,  —  with  an  opportunity  to  *  put  any  questions 
which  may  suggest  themselves  to  the  minds  of  the  Judge 
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or  the  Jury.  Would  you  allow  a  deposition  taken  in  the  former 
mode  to  be  read  against  a  person  who  was  an  entire  stranger  to 
the  proceeding?  We  know, that  when  a  solicitor,  after  the  dispute 
has  arisen,  searches  for  evidence,  if  he  tinds  any  persons  acquainted 
with  facts  unfavourable  to  his  client,  he  abstains  from  producing 
them;  and  we  know  that  witnesses,  who  are  produced,  are  often 
influenced  by  bad  motives.  E.xperience  has  likewi.se  taught  us, 
that  a  parent,  speaking  of  the  legitimacy  of  a  child,  is  not  to  be 
heard  with  undoubting  confidence.  In  one  of  the  cases  referred  to, 
a  mother  was  precluded  from  proving  the  illegitimacy  of  her  child, 
having  before  sworn  to  his  legitimacy  ;  and  in  Goodriyht  v.  Moss, 
the  mother  swore  that  her  son  was  illegitimate,  the  consequence  of 
which  was,  that  she  increased  her  share  of  the  residue  of  her 
husband's  estate.  The  authorities  upon  the  subject  are  balanced, 
Lord  Camden  being  for  receiving  the  evidence,  and  Lord  C.  Baron 
Reynolds  and  Mr.  Baron  Eyke  for  refusing  it.  P>ut  the  practice 
has  constantly  been  in  affirmance  of  the  decision  of  Lord  C.  Baron 
Reynolds  ;  and  the  expediency  of  this  rule  has  appeared  for  a 
great  length  of  time.  If  it  is  departed  from,  I  know  not  what 
evidence  of  declarations  may  not  be  offered,  f>r  how  they  are  to  l)e 
dealt  with.  I  cannot  conceive  the  common  .sense  of  saying,  that 
the  same  instrument,  if  you  style  it  a  deposition,  is  to  be  rejected ; 
l)ut  if  you  style  it  a  declaration,  is  to  be  received.  Names  can- 
not change  things.  Therefore  I  think,  that  for  the  attaining 
of  justice  in  the  particular  case,  and  for  the  general  security, 
the  proposed  evidence  is  inadmissible. 

Mansfield,  C.  J.  By  the  general  rule  of  law,  nothing  that  is 
said  by  any  person  can  be  used  as  evidence  between  contending 
parties,  unless  it  is  delivered  upon  oath  in  the  presence  of  those 
parties.  With  two  exceptions,  this  rule  is  adhered  to  in  all  civil 
cases.  Some  inconvenience  no  doul)t  arises  from  such  rigour.  If 
material  witnesses  happen  to  die  before  the  trial,  the  person  who.se 
case  they  would  have  established,  may  fail  in  the  suit.  But 
although  all  the  Bishops  on  the  bench  should  be  ready  to  swear  to 
what  they  heard  these  witnesses  declare,  and  add  their 
own  implicit  belief  of  the  truth  *  of  the  declarations,  the  [*  415] 
evidence  could  not  be  received.  L^pon  this  subject,  the 
laws  of  other  countries  are  quite  different ;  they  admit  evidence  of 
hearsay  without  scruple.  There  is  not  an  appeal  from  the  neigh- 
bouring kingdom  of  Scotland  in  which  you  will  not  find  a  great 
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deal  of  hearsay  evidence  upon  every  fact  brought  into  dispute. 
This  has  struck  many  persons  as  a  great  absurdity  and  defect  iu 
the  law  of  that  country.  But  the  diti'erent  rules  which  prevail 
there  and  with  us  seem  to  me  to  have  a  reasonal)le  foundation  in. 
the  different  manner  in  which  justice  is  administered  in  the  two 
countries.  In  Scotland,  and  most  of  the  ([Continental  States,  the 
Judges  determine  upon  the  facts  in  dispute  as  well  as  upon  the 
law;  and  they  think  there  is  no  danger  in  their  listening  to  evi- 
dence of  hearsay,  because  when  they  come  to  consider  of  their 
judgment  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  they  can  trust  themselves 
entirely  to  disregard  the  hearsay  evidence,  or  to  give  it  any  little 
weight  which  it  may  seem  to  deserve.  But  in  England,  where  the 
Jury  are  the  sole  judges  of  the  fact,  hearsay  evidence  is  properly 
excluded,  because  no  man  can  tell  what  effect  it  might  have  upon 
their  minds.^  To  the  general  rule  with  us,  there  are  two  excep- 
tions; first,  on  the  trial  of  riglits  of  common  and  other  rights 
claimed  by  prescription  ;  and  secondly,  on  questions  of  pedigree. 
With  respect  to  all  these,  the  declarations  of  deceased  persons,  who 
are  supposed  to  have  had  a  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts,  and 
to  have  stood  quite  disinterested,  are  received  in  evidence.  In 
cases  of  general  rights,  which  depend  upon  immemorial  usage, 
living  witnesses  can  only  speak  of  their  own  knowledge  to  what  has 
passed  in  their  own  time;  and  to  supply  the  deficiency,  tlie  law 
receives  the  declarations  of  persons  who  are  dead.  There,  how- 
ever,, the  witness  is  only  allowed  to  speak  to  what  he  has  heard 
the  dead  man  say  respecting  the  reputation  of  the  right  of  way,  or 
of  common,  or  the  like.     A  declaration  with  regard  to  a  particular 

fact,  which  would  support  or  negative  the  right,  is  inad- 
[*  416]   missible.  —  In  matters  of  pedigree,  it  being  *  impossible  to 

prove  by  living  witnesses  the  relationships  of  past  genera- 
tions, the  declarations  of  deceased  members  of  the  family  arc 
admitted :  but  here,  as  the  reputation  must  proceed  on  [)articular 
facts,  such  as  marriages,  births,  and  the  like,  from  the  necessity  of 
tlie  tiling,  the  hearsay  of  tlu^  family  as  to  these  particular  facts  is 
not  exchided.  (leneral  rights  are  naturally  talked  of  in  the 
neighbouihood ;  and  family  transactions  among  the  relations  of 
the    parties.      Therefore,   what    is    tlius   dropjted    in    conversation 

'  It  is   obscrvablo.   tli;it    ;i(C()ii!iiii;    to     only,  lioarsiiy  ftvideiico  is  often   ailniittcd 
the  practice  of  tlio  Knf^lisli  cuurls,  in  alii-     and  acted  ujk)h. 
davits,  which  are  .sui>mittcd  li>  the  .Indies 
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ii})on  such  subjects,  may  he  presuinc(l  to  he  true.  I>ut  after  a  dis- 
pute has  arisen,  tlie  presuiii]»tiou  in  favour  of  dechiratioiis  fails; 
and  to  admit  tliem,  wouhl  lead  to  the  most  dangerous  consequences. 
Accordingly,  T  know  no  rule  l)etter  established  in  practice  than 
this,  that  such  declarations  shall  be  excluded.  With  respect  to 
questions  of  prescription,  I  have  known  many  instances  in  which 
the  rule  has  been  acted  upon.  I  never  heard  the  contrary  con- 
tended either  as  counsel  or  judge.  I  think  the  rule  is  equally 
applicable  to  (juestions  of  pedigree  ;  and  the  violation  of  it  here 
would  be  still  more  alarming.  There  is  no  difference  between  the 
declarations  of  a  father,  and  tliost^  of  any  other  relative  ;  and  if  the 
declarations  of  a  father  after  tlie  suit  has  l>egun  be  receivable,  so 
must  the  declarations  of  all  related  to  tlie  parties,  whatever  their 
station  in  society,  and  whatever  their  private  character.  I  do  not 
feel  that  much  mischief  is  likely  to  arise  from  such  declarations 
being  rejected.  This  question  supposes  J.  S.  to  be  the  reputed 
father ;  and  evidence  of  reputation  must  previously  be  given 
aliunde  to  render  the  declaration  admissible.  If  the  fatlier  is 
proved  to  have  brought  up  the  party  as  his  legitimate  son,  this  is 
sufficient  evidence  of  legitimacy  till  impeached,  and  indeed  it 
amounts  to  a  daily  assertion  that  the  son  is  legitimate.  On  princi- 
ple I  think  the  evidence  inadmissible.  The  weight  of  authority 
I  think  inclines  to  the  same  side.  In  the  famous  Dovfjlas  Cause 
hearsay  evidence  of  all  sorts  was  received,  but  that  cause  was  tried 
by  the  law  of  Scotland,  according  to  which  it  was  receivable.  In 
the  Aur/lcsca  Cause  many  declarations  of  deceased  persons  were 
given  in  evidence  ;  but  after  an  attentive  examination  I  cannot 
find  that  any  of  these  had  been  made  after  the  dispute  had 
occurred.  I  myself  took  a  note  at  the  time  of  the  case 
before  Lord  Camdex,  which  states  that  on  a  *  question  of  [*  417] 
the  legitimacy  of  the  son,  the  declarations  of  the  mother 
as  to  her  marriage,  made  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
were  received  after  objection  taken  and  debate  had:  but  not  a  word 
appears  to  have  been  said  of  the  prior  decision  of  Lord  Chief  Baron 
ItEYXOLDs.  Had  it  been  cited,  I  make  no  doubt  that  I  should 
have  enriched  my  store  of  notes  with  some  account  of  it.  In 
Goodrif/hf  v.  JIoss,  the  olqection  to  the  answer  that  it  was  j>o.'if 
litem  motam  does  not  seem  to  have  been  taken  ;  and  upon  exam- 
ination it  will  be  found,  that  the  new  trial  was  granted  on  the 
ground,  that  the  oeneral  declarations  of  the  father  and  mother  had 
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been  rejected.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  other  authority  upon  the 
subject  in  our  law  :  but  the  distinction  of  declarations  (intc  litem 
•motam,  and  2)ost  litem  motccm,  is  clearly  taken  in  a  foreign  treatise 
of  great  learning,  entitled  De  Prohationihus} 

T  have  now  only  to  notice  the  observation,  that  to  exclude 
declarations  you  must  show  that  the  //.s  mota  was  known  to  the 
person  who  made  them.  There  is  no  such  rule.  The  line  of 
distinction  is  —  the  origin  of  the  controversy,  and  not  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit.  After  the  controversy  has  originated,  all 
declarations  are  to  be  excluded,  whether  it  was  or  was  not  known 
to  the  witness.  If  an  incjuiry  were  to  be  instituted  in  each 
instance,  whether  the  existence  of  the  controversy  was  or  was 
not  known  at  the  time  of  the  declaration,  much  time  would  be 
wasted,  and  great  confusion  would  be  produced.  Ft)r  these 
reasons  I  conceive  that  the  deposition  now  oftered  in  evidence 
is  not  admissible. — And  I  should  inform  your  Lordshij's  that 
Mr.  Justice  Chambre,  who  attended  this  case  hitherto,  is  pre- 
vented by  illness  from  attending  the  house  to-day;  but  he 
authorises  me  to  say  that  he  perfectly  concurs  in  the  opinion  now 
delivered  by  the  majority  of  the  -Fudges. 

Mansfield,  C.  J.,  then  proceeded  to  deliver  the  unanimous  opinion 
of  the  Judges  on  the  2nd  and  3rd  questions  submitted  to  them. 
[*418]  *  Referring  to  the  2nd,  he  said:  I  cannot  answer  this 
question  without  adding  sometliing  to  the  answer  beyond 
what  is  in  the  question ;  because  it  su])poses  that  an  entry 
Avritten  by  a  father  in  a  Bible  would  be  of  more  weiglit  than  the 
same  written  in  any  other  book.  Now  I  know  no  difference 
between  a  father  writing  anythnig  respecting  his  son  in  a  Bible, 
and  his  writing  it  in  any  other  l)0ok,  or  on  any  other  piece  of 
paper;  and  therefore  the  answer  T  would  give  is,  that  sucli  a 
writing  ])y  a  fatlu'r  in  a  Bil)le,  or  in  any  other  book,  or  u]ion 
any  other  piece  of  pa]»er,  would  1h>  a  declaration'  of  tliat  fatlier 
in  tlie  understanding  of  the  law,  and  like  otlier  declarations  of 
tlif  fatlier  might  be  admitted  in  evidence.  Were  it  to  ap])car 
in  your  Lordsliips'  Journals,  that  tlie  answer  was  given  in  the 
very  words  of  the  question,  some  persmis  might  suppose  that 
the  admissibility  of  the  enti'v  depended  upon  its  lieing  written 
in  a  l)il)lo,  and  tliercfoi-!-  I  siil)niit  tliat  tlie  answer  should  be  "that 

'  Tlio  rc])ortf!r  (Mr.,  :iftorw:ir(Is  Lonl,  ('.v:mi'15KI-i,)  inentions,  that  lie  Iiail  not  been 
al^le  to  procure  a  cop}'  of  this  hook. 
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sucli  a  writing  in  a  lUble,  or  any  other  b<jok,  or  on  any  other 
piece  of  paper,  "svould  be  admissible  in  evidence  as  a  declaration 
of  the  father  in  matter  of  a  pedigree."  ^ 

The  :ird  question  is  the  same  in  etlect,  with  the  addition  that 
the  father  is  proved  to  have  declared,  that  he  had  made  sucli 
entry  for  the  e.\;})ress  purpose  of  establishing  the  legitimacy  of 
his  son,  and  the  time  of  birth,  in  case  the  same  should  be  called 
in  question  after  the  father's  death.  The  (jpinion  of  the  Judges 
is,  that  the  entry  would  be  receivable  in  evidence,  notwithstanding 
the  professed  view  with  which  it  was  made.  Its  particularity 
would  be  a  strong  circumstance  of  suspicion ;  but  still  it  would 
be  receivable,  whatever  the  credit  might  be  to  which  it  would  be 
entitled.  Of  course  I  should  wish  the  same  addition  to  be  made 
to  this  as  to  the  former  answer  "  a  J>ible  or  any  other  book,  or 
any  other  piece  of  paper."  - 

Lord  EldoN,  C.  Before  proposing  anything  to  the  committee 
arising  out  of  the  opinion  of  the  Judges,  I  will  make 
*  one  or  two  observations  upon  the  subjects  which  they  [*419] 
have  so  learnedly  and  ably  discussed.  There  does  seem  a 
hardship  in  rejecting  the  declaration  of  the  late  Lord  Berkeley 
after  the  dispute  had  arisen;  for  there  was  no  way  in  which 
the  claimant  as  heir  apparent  to  his  titles  could  have  availed 
himself  of  his  testimony.  The  bill  filed  in  1799,  applied  only  to 
landed  estates  in  which  he  had  a  vested  interest.  He  had 
no  such  interest  in  the  titles.  Where  a  bill  was  filed  by  the 
next  of  kin  of  a  lunatic,  a  demurrer  was  put  in  on  the  ground  that 
the  plaintiffs  might  not  be  next  of  kin  at  the  time  of  the 
lunatic's  death.-^  Had  the  claimant  made  the  Attorney-Creneral 
a  defendant,  I  apprehend  he  might  have  said,  the  titles  may 
never  be  the  plaintiffs,  whether  he  is  legitimate  or  not,  and 
liaving  no  present  interest  in  them,  a  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony 
for  the  pur])0se  of  establishing  his  claim  to  them,  cannot  be 
supported.  lUit  your  Lordships  must  look  hardships  in  the  face 
rather  than  break  down  the  rules  of  law.  The  next  of  kin  of 
the  lunatic  might  have   lost   hundreds   of  thousands   of  pounds ; 

1  The    answer    is    so    entered    in    tlie  ■'  Smith  v.  Attorney-General,  hotore  Lord 

Journals.  fhaneelldr   BATiiritST,    assisted    by   Lord 

-  This  addition  is  likewise  made  in  the  Chief  Justice  De  Grey  and  Lord  Chief 

Jonrnals,    and   tlie    qualification    is   suh-  Barou  Skinxer.     6  Ves.  260. 
joined,  "  but  witli  strouir  circumstances  of 
suspicion  on  account  of  its  particularity." 
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but  the  general  principle  was  adhered  to,  and  the  demurrer  was 
allowed.  Upon  the  admissibility  of  this  evidence,  Judges  liave 
held  different  opinions,  and  it  might  appear  remarkable  that  a 
declaration  under  no  sanction  was  receivable,  and  a  declaration 
upon  oath  was  not.  1  therefore  thought  it  material  to  ascertain 
from  the  highest  authority  what  the  law  is  upon  the  subject. 
Accordingly,  in  the  lUmhunj  case,  as  the  depositions  under 
the  bill  to  perpetuate  testimony  contained  many  statements 
with  regard  to  pedigree,  a  question  was  put  to  the  Judges, 
whether  if  they  could  not  be  received  as  depositions,  they  could 
be  received  as  declarations.  The  Judges  tliought  that  at  all 
events  the  depositions  could  not  be  received  as  declarations, 
unless  the  individuals  whose  declarations  were  supposed  to  be 
incorporated  in  the  depositions  were  aliunde  proved  to  be  rela- 
tions, and  that  tliere  W"as  no  such  evidence.  1  therefore  thought 
it    right     that     the     question     should     be     again     put     to    the 

Judges  in  the  present  case,  it  being  of  great  importance 
[*  420]   to  *  tlie  claimant,  and  to  the  public.     Your  Lordships  have 

lieard  the  opinion  which  the  learned  Judges  have  delivered  ; 
and  I  have  no  difficulty  in  saying  that  1  agree  with  that  of  the 
majority.  In  the  case  alluded  to,  decided  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery  by  myself,  (on  which  1  ought  to  place  less  reliance 
than  any  other  noble  Lord,)  conscious  of  my  liability  to  err  and  prone 
to  doubt,  (an  infirmity  which  I  cannot  help,)  1  delivered  the 
sentiments  which  I  believed  to  be  according  to  law.  I  have 
heard  nothing  since  which  lias  convinced  me  1  was  wrong.  I  have 
attended  most  anxiously  to  the  distinctions  taken  by  Mr.  Baron 
CrRAHA.M  ;  l)ut  on  re  volving  the  subject  in  my  mind,  I  am  forced 
to  concur  with  the  opinion  so  forcibly  expressed  by  Mr,  Justice 
Lawm{ENCK,  that  if  the  writing  was  not  evidence  as  a  deposition, 
it  was  not  evidence  at  all.  Tlie  suit  in  equity  is  commenced  on 
tlic  ground,  tliat  unless  the  testimony  be  so  perpetuated  that  it 
may  be  used  as  a  deposition,  it  nnist  be  entirely  lost.  Being 
embodied  in  deposition,  are  you  to  sny  that  tliis  same  testimony 
is  to  be  ici'cived  as  declaration,  and  read  in  evidence  from  the 
dc^position  '.  The  ]»r(!vious  existence  of  the  dispute  would  be  a 
suHiciciit  giDiind  to  ])roceed  ui)on.  I  have  known  no  instance 
in  wliiili  d(iclarations  j)'^^^  literii  inotam,  hav(!  Ijeen  received. 
Wlicn  it  was  proposed  to  read  tliis  deposition  as  a  declaration, 
tlic   .Attorney-!  JeiM'iiil  ilatly   oltjectcd  to  it.     He  spokt»  (juite   right. 
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as  a  Western  cireuiteer,  of  what  lie  had  often  heard  laid  down 
in  the  West,  and  never  heard  (k)ubted.  T.ord  Thuklow  was 
most  studious  to  contradict  the  case  of  (loodr'ujht  v.  Moss,  and 
he  had  learned  his  doctrine  in  the  same  school.  So  had  the 
Chief  Ju.stice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  and  I  believe  Mr.  Justice 
Heath,  the  result  of  whose  ex})erience  your  Lordships  have  just 
heard.  Tlierefore,  althouijjh  the  authorities  are  at  variance, 
principle  and  practice  unite  in  rejecting  the  evidence. —  I  introduced 
the  Bible  into  the  2nd  and  3rd  questions,  as  the  book  in  which  such 
entries  are  usually  made.  If  the  entry  be  the  ordinary  act  of 
a  man  in  the  ordinary  course  of  life,  without  interest  or  particular 
motive,  this,  as  the  spontaneous  effusion  of  his  own  mind,  may  be 
looked  at  without  suspicion,  and  received  without  objection. 
Such  is  the  contemporaneous  entry  in  a  family  Bible,  by  a  father, 
of  the  birth  of  a  cliild.  I'ut  a  doubt  had  been  entertained 
upon  this  *  point,  and  it  was  fit  that  it  should  be  solemnly  [*'  421] 
decided.  I  agree  to  the  admissibility  of  similar  entries 
in  other  books.  There  is  a  great  difference  between  tlie  competency 
of  evidence,  and  the  credit  to  which  it  is  entitled.  His  Lordship 
concluded  by  moving  that  counsel  be  informed,  that  the  deposition 
of  Lord  Berkeley  could  not  in  any  shape  be  received. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  I  had  conceived  some  doubts  whether 
this  deposition  could  not  be  received  as  a  declaration  ;  but  the 
arguments  of  the  learned  Judges  have  convinced  me  that  it  is 
inadmissible.  It  is  only  the  answer  to  particular  interrogatories, 
and  may  be  very  different  from  the  genuine  reputation  upon  the 
subject.  I  agree  with  the  Judges  that  an  entry  made  in  a  Bible 
does  not  therefore  become  evidence ;  but  I  cannot  say  it  is  not 
greatly  strengthened  by  being  found  there,  that  being  the  ordinary 
register  in  families  ;  and  I  think  there  are  some  exceptions  to  the 
generalitv  of  the  statement  of  the  learned  Judges,  that  every 
declaration  of  a  parent,  howsoever  made,  before  any  dispute  a])pears 
to  have  subsisted,  is  admissible. 

Lord  IiEDESDALE.  The  circumstance  of  an  entry  being  in  a 
family  Bible,  to  which  all  the  family  have  access,  gives  it  that 
solidity  which  it  woulil  not  have,  if  made  in  a  book  which 
remained  in  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  father.  Entries  in 
family  Bildes  have  therefore  become  common  evidence  of  pedigree 
in  this  country  ;  and  in  America,  where  there  is  no  register  of 
births    or    baptisms,  hardly   any    otl\er    is    known.     With    regard 
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to  the.  main  question  of  the  admissibility  of  the  deposition  as  a 
declaration,  one  circumstance  is  in  my  mind  decisive.  In  cases 
of  reputation,  the  attorney  takes  down  what  old  witnesses  will 
prove,  and  it  often  happens  that  some  of  them  afterwards  die 
before  the  trial.  But  what  was  taken  down  from  their  mouth 
is  never  otiered  in  evidence.  And  why  ?  Because  declarations 
post  litem  motani  are  not  receivable.  That  I  can  take  upon 
myself  to  say  w^as  the  practice  of  the  Western  circuit,  which 
I  happened  to  go  for  some  years  ;  and  we  apprehended  that  we  were 

more  correct  on  subjects  of  evidence  than  any  other. 
[*  422]  *  After  some  observations  from  Lord  Grantley  and 
Lord  Stanhope,  the  question  was  put,  that  the  deposition 
of  the  Earl  of  Berkeley,  offered  in  evidence  on  the  3rd  of  May  last, 
as  a  declaration,  ought  not  to  be  received,  —  which  passed  in  the 
atiirmative. 

On  the  28th  June,  1811,  the  Committee  of  Privileges  resolved, 
nemiac  dissenticnte,  that  the  claimant  had  not  made  good  his 
claim  to  the  titles  of  Earl  of  Berkeley,  Viscount  Dursley,  and 
Baron  Berkeley. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

This  rule,  like  the  preceding  rules  in  the  present  section,  enunciates 
an  important  exception  to  tlie  general  principle  tliat  hearsay  evidence 
is  not  admissible. 

Tlie  declarations  here  dealt  witli  are  only  admissible  in  questions  of 
pedigree.  Haines  v.  (hUhrie  (1884),  13  Q.  B.  D.  818,  53  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
521,  51  L.  T.  645,  33  W.  II.  99.  Thus,  to  support  the  defence  of 
"infancy"  in  an  action  for  goods  sold,  an  affidavit  by  the  deceased 
fatlier  of  the  defendant,  as  to  tlie  date  of  tli(>  defendant's  birth,  was 
rejected.      lb. 

It  is  also  essential  that  the  declarant  be  dead.  lUitlcr  v.  Viscount 
Movnfiiarrrt  (1860),  7  H.  L.  CJas.  ()33,  No.  21,  j).  335,  post ;  Smith  v. 
TMit't  (18(;7),  L.  R.,  1  P.  354,  357,  15  W.  R.  562. 

The  declarant's  relationship  to  tlie  family  de  jure,  by  blood,  or  mar- 
riage must  be  establislied  by  some  ])r<»()f  independent  of  tlie  declaration 
itself.  J'l<inf  V.  Tin/lor  (1861),  7  II.  &  N.  237,  31  L.  J.  Ex.  289; 
Sill  it//  V.  Triiliitt,  Kiipra.  It  is  for  the  judge  to  ilecide  wbetlier  that 
relatioiisbi])  has  been  proved,  and  it  makes  no  difference  that  it  hap- 
pens to  lie  also  tlie  matter  in  issue  for  tlie  jury.  l)oed.  r/eJlkins  v. 
J)arirs  (1846),  10  Q.  ]).  314.  1()  L.  J.  Q.  B.  218;  HiteJiens  v.  Eardtey 
(1871).  L.  P.,  2  P.  248.  Where  the  ohjert  is  to  connect  A.  with  C, 
after  proving  that  P>.,  de.-eased,  is  related  to  A.  it  is  comjtetent  to  give 
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in  evidence  tleclaratirms  by  15.  in  wliieli  lie  elainied  reliitionsliip  witlj 
C.     Monkfou  V.  Attorneij-Gcnei-dL  (1831),  2  Rus.s.  &  My.  147. 

Tlie  deelanitions  of  a  deceased  person  as  to  his  own  illegitimacy  are 
admissible;  Prucarator-Crncrdl  v.  WiUianis  (1862),  31  L.  J.  V.  M.  & 
A.  157;  In  re  Fct-ton,  I'aavson  v.  Attornejj- General  (1885),  53  L.  T. 
707,  and  see  Rttj.  v.  Bishivorth  (1842),  2  Q.  B.  476:  as  also  are  his 
statements  as  to  his  marriage;  Jie.v  v.  Bramleij  (1795),  6  T.  K.  330; 
In  re  Lamhi-rt  (1886),  o(}>  L.  J.  Ch.  122,  56  L.  T.  15. 

The  declaration  of  a  deceased  parent  is  admissible  in  a  (juestion  as 
to  the  legitimacy  of  his  child,  to  prove  that  the  child  was  born  before 
marriage;  Goodright  d.  Steoens  v.  Moss  (1777),  2  Cowp.  591,  Xo.  36, 
2)osf;  In  re  Turner,  Glenister  v.  Harding  (1885),  29  Ch.  D.  985,  ryd 
L.  T.  528 :  and  where  the  question  is  whether  the  parents  were  married^ 
the  declarations  of  the  deceased  father  are  admissible  as  to  the  illegiti- 
macy of  his  child;  Murrai/  v.  Mlbwr  (1879),  12  Ch.  1).  845,  48  L.  J.  Ch. 
775.  But  where  the  fact  of  marriage  is  proved,  declarations  are  inad- 
missible to  prove  that  a  child  born  in  wedlock  is  illegitimate.  Good- 
right  d.  Sterens  v.  Jloss,  supra.     Con)pare  rule  Nos.  36  &  37,  p'^isf. 

On  an  application  for  administi-ation  of  the  estate  of  a  child,  decla- 
rations of  its  deceased  mother  were  admitted  in  proof  of  its  birth  and 
death.  ///  the  Goods  of  Thompson  (1887),  12  P.  D.  100,  56  L.  J.  V. 
46,  56  L.  T.  373,  35  W.  R.  384. 

In  order  to  show  that  a  family  had  relations  at  a  particular  place, 
evidence  may  be  given  of  statements  by  a  deceased  member  of  the 
family  that  he  was  going  to  visit  his  relations  at  that  place;  Hishtone 
v.  Neshitt  (1844),  2  M.  &  Rob.  554:  but  a  statement  by  one  member 
of  the  family  that  another  did  a  certain  act  before  the  declarant's 
birth,  there  being  nothing  to  show  his  grounds  of  knowledge,  is  not 
evidence  that  the  act  was  done  by  any  one.  Lovat  Peerage  case 
(1885),  10  App.  Cas.  763,  Xo.  23,  j^ost.  A  declaration  by  a  deceased 
person  that  another  person  was  her  sister,  implies  that  she  was  her 
legitimate  sister,  if  nothing  appear  to  the  cf)ntravy.  Smith  v.  Trl/lutt 
(1867),  L.  R.,  1  P.  354, 15  W.  R.  562.  On  the  issue  whether  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  natural  son  of  C,  the  declaration  of  a  brother  of  C.  that 
he  was,  is  inadmissible.  Crispin  v.  Doglioni  (1863),  3  Sw.  &  Tr.  44, 
32  L.  J.  P.  109,  8  L.  T.  91,  11  W.  R.  500. 

The  declarations  of  a  deceased  husband  are  receivable  on  a  question 
of  pedigree  in  the  family  of  his  wife;  Doe  d.  NortJieij  v.  Harri'if 
(1825),  Ry.  &  M.  297,  27  R.  R.  751;  Vowles  v.  Young  (1806),  13 
Ves.  140,  9  R.  R.  154 :  and  so  are  the  declarations  of  a  wife  as  to  her 
husband's  family;  Doe  d.  Flitter  v.  Randall  (1828),  2  M.  &  P.  20; 
Shrewsbury  Peerage  case  (1857),  7  H.  L.  Gas.  1 :  but  not  those  of  her 
father;   lb. 
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The  declarations  of  an  illegitimate  member  of  a  family  are  inadmis- 
sible. Doe  d.  Bamford  v.  Barton  (1837),  2  M.  &  Rob.  28.  So  also 
are  those  of  deceased  acquaintances,  however  intimate;  Johnson  v. 
Lmvson  (1824),  2  Bing.  86,  9  Moore,  183,  2  L.  J.  C.  P.  136,  27  E.  K. 
55S:  or  deceased  servants  of  the  family;  lb.  and  see  Doed.  Sutton  v. 
Eidgway  (1820),  4  15.  &  Aid.  53. 

A  paper  found  in  the  custody  of  the  person  last  seised,  purporting  to 
be  the  will  of  his  grandfather  but  cancelled  and  never,  so  far  as  a[)- 
peared,  having  been  acted  upon  or  proved,  is  evidence  of  its  recognition 
by  the  party  last  seised  as  the  declaration  of  his  ancestor  concerning 
the  state  of  his  family.  Doe  d.  JoJrnson  v.  liJfd'l  J'end/roke  (1809),  11 
East,  504,  11  E.  E.  260.  A  draft  will  containing  a  relevant  decla- 
ration is  admissible.  I/i  re  Lcnihert  (1886),  ijij  L.  J.  Ch.  122,  56 
L.  T.  15. 

An  entry  in  a  family  Bible;  Goodr'u/lit  d.  Sterens  v.  3Toss  (1777),  2 
Cowp.  591,  594,  No.  3G,2wst:  Hubbard  v.  Lees  (186(;).  L.  E.,  1  Ex.  255, 
,35  L.  J.  Ex.  169,  14  L.  T.  442,  and  see  the  Euling  Cases:  or  an  old  re- 
ligious book  presei'ved  in  the  family  is  admissible;  Hood  v.  Beauehanip 
(1836),  8  Sim.  26  :  and  so  is  a  family  missal ;  SJnne  I'eerdije  case  (1835), 
5  CI.  &  Fin,  23.  A  pedigree  hung  up  in  a  family  mansion;  Goodrh/ht 
d.  Stevens  v.  Moss,  supra  :  or  made  by  a  deceased  member  of  the  family 
and  found  in  his  repositories  is  also  admissil)le;  Ilovlcton  v.  Attorn(  ij- 
General  (1831),  2  Euss.  &  My.  147.  But  a  pedigree  made  by  a  person 
with  a  view  to  a  suit  was  held  not  admissible  in  a  claim  of  peerage  by 
his  son  to  prove  his  descent.  Sla ne  Peerage  ease  (1835),  suja-a.  An 
inscription  on  a  tombstone;  (jroodrlgJil  d.  Steveus  v.  Moss  (1777), 
.supra:  or  on  the  wall  of  a  church  in  which  mend)ers  of  the  family  are 
buried,  or  a  copy  thereof  made  by  an  unknown  person;  Slaney  v. 
Wade  (1836),  7  Sim.  595:  or  on  a  monument  —  is  g()od  evidence  under 
this  rule.      Shi'ewsbnry  Peerage  ease  (1857).  7  11.  L.  Cas.  1,  19. 

Evidence  of  general  rej)utation  in  a  family  is  also  admissible,  but, 
like  evidence  of  declarations,  only  in  qnestit»ns  of  j)edigree.  lla'ines 
V.  Guthrie  (C.  A.  1884),  13  Q.  B.  D.  818.  53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  521,  51  L. 
T.  645,  33  W.  E.  99;  Palmer  v.  Palmer  (1S85),  18  L.  E.  Ir.  192. 
Such  evidence  has  been  admitted  to  prove  heirship;  Uridger  v.  JIuetf 
(1860).  2  F.  &  F.  35;  marriage:  Shedden  v.  I'atri'rl,-  (1860),  2  Sw.  & 
Tr.  170,  30  L.  .].  :\Iat.  217,  3  L.  T.  592:  to  show  that  a  legatee  was 
godson  to  a  testator;  ///  re  Gregory  (1865),  34  Beav.  600:  and  to  cor- 
roborate the  statement  of  a  deceased  person  as  to  his  own  illegitimacy; 
Jn  re.  I'erlon,  I'earsoii  v.  Afforuey-Geueral  (1S<S5),  5")  L.  T.  707.  But 
such  evidence  has  been  i-ejccted  as  to  a  ]ierson's  a.ge;  Coleloiigli  v. 
Smdh  (1863).  15  Ir.  Ch.  E.  347,  10  L.  'I\  918:  and  as  to  which  of  two 
trustees  was  tlie  survivor;    SiuUh  v.  Suiilli  (1876),  10  Ir.  E.  Fa\.  273. 
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Till'  rvidciicc  will  not  be  udiiiittcd  if  it  ujipi'ar  tliut  the  witness  is 
speaking  nierel}"  from  information  given  liim  by  some  individual  as  to 
the  existence  of  a  general  re])utation.     ShcAldt'ti  v.  Patrick  (18G0),  siqmt. 

As  a]»pears  from  the  prineipal  cases,  such  declarations  cannot  be 
julniittcd  if  made  after  a  controversy  has  arisen  in  the  family  as  to 
the  subject-matter  of  the  declaration,  See  also  Crouch  v.  Hooper 
(l8o2),  ^Q  Beav.  ]8l^  Smith  v.  Tehbitt  (1867),  15  W.  K.  562.  Thus 
the  will  of  a  deceased  peer,  declaring  the  legitimacy  of  his  son,  was 
rejected  on  its  appearing  that  it  had  been  made  after  the  institution 
of  a  suit  to  annul  his  marriage.  Sitssrx  Peeraije  case  (1844),  11  CI. 
4&  Fin.  «5. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

^Ir.  Greenleaf  lays  down  the  rule  that  the  admission  of  such  declara- 
tions is  "  restricted  to  the  declarations  of  deceased  pei'soiis  who  were  related 
by  blood  or  marriage  to  the  person."  His  annotator  says  :  ••  But  even  this 
more  relaxed  statement  is  probably  not  the  law  in  some  states.  In  Carter  v. 
Aloiity ornery,  2  Tennessee  Chancery,  228,  the  Court  say  this  rule  is  not  the 
law  in  Tennessee,  and  that  while  the  English  rule  maybe  the  most  consonant 
to  sotmd  principle,  and  may  answer  the  ends  of  justice  in  a  dense  population 
and  settled  connnunity,  yet  it  scarcely  suffices  in  a  sparsely  inhabited  commu- 
nity with  a  migratory  and  rapidly  changing  population.  Accordinglj',  de- 
clarations of  persons  not  so  related  were  admitted.  To  the  same  effect  are 
Lessee  o/' Ba/itrt  v.  Da//,  3  Washington  (U.S.  Circ.  Ct.),  243;  Boudej-eau  \\. 
Moiitfjomerij,  4  ibid.  18(j ;  Jackson  v.  Cooley,  S  Johnson  (X.  Y.),  128;  Pegrani 
V.  Isabell,  2  Ilening  &  Munford  (Virginia),  193  :  Watkup  v.  Pratt,  o  Harris  iSc 
Johnson  (Maryland),  ol.  But  in  Blacthurn  v.  Crnwfnnis,  3  Wallace  (T.  S. 
Sup.  Ct.),  183,  where  C.  died  leaving  land  which  was  claimed  by  children  of 
B.,  who  had  been  C.'s  mistress,  declarations  of  B.'s  sister,  since  dead,  to  prove 
B.'s  marriage  with  C,  were  rejected.''  To  tliis  effect :  Silhrr  v.  Geh;  105  Fenn. 
.State,  ')~7 ;  ol  Am.  Kep.  207.  -  And  pioliably  the  tendency  of  Courts  at  the 
present  flay  would  be  to  restrict  the  declarations  to  members  of  the  family 
near  or  remote.  Bonne  v.  Miller.  73  Texas,  5(il."  1  Greenleaf  on  Evidence, 
sect.  103,  and  note  h.  See  Wanmaker  v.  Van  ISnsl-ir/r.  1  Saxton  Chancery 
(New  Jersey),  085;  23  Am.  Dec.  71:8. 

Relationship  by  blood  or  marriage  is  essential  to  the  competency  of  such 
declarations.  Fmcler  v.  Simpson.  79  Texas,  Oil :  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  370;  Jewell 
v.  Jewell.  1  How.  (T.  S.  Sup.  Ct.).  231  ;  Tyler  \.  Flanders,  57  Xew  Hamp- 
shire. (J18  ;  Chnpman  v.  Chapman.  2  Connecticut,  347  ;  7  Am.  Dec.  277  ;  Curnes 
V.  Crandall,  10  Iowa.  377  ;  Conn.  M.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schwenl:  94  United  States, 
593;  Northrop  v.  Hale.  70  Maine,  300;  19  Am.  Rep.  015;  Haddock  v.  Boston 
Sc  M.  R.  Co.,  3  Allen  (Mass.),  298. 

A  trusted  family  servant  is  not  within  the  rule.  Doe  v.  Auldjo.  5  (Queen's 
Bench,  Upper  Canada,  171.  So  generally  of  deceased  neighbors,  acquaint- 
ances, servants,  etc. :  Chapman  v.  Chapman,  2  Connecticut,  317  ;  Carnes  v.  Cran- 
dall. 10  Iowa.  377:  De  Haven  v.  De  Haren,  77  Indiana,  230;  Flora  v.  Ander- 
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S071,  75  Federal  Reportei-,  217.  Tlie  rule  does  not  extend  to  pedi"ree  of 
animals.  Maier  v.  Randolph,  o-)  Kan-sas,  ^jIO.  But  in  Carter  v.  Montfjonicn/, 
nupra,  the  Court  observed:  "In  England  it  is  now  well  settled  that  hear- 
say evidence  is  resoi-ted  to  in  the  nuttters  of  pedigree,  upon  the  principle  of 
declarations  forming  a  part  of  the  res  (jestoe,  and  therefore  original  evidence, 
upon  the  ground  of  the  interest  of  the  declarants  in  knowing  the  connections 
of  the  fandly.  The  rule  is  consequently  restricted  to  the  declarations  of 
deceased  persons  who  were  related  by  lilood  or  marriage  to  the  person  from 
whom  the  descent  is  claimed,  and  general  repute  in  the  family  proved  by 
a  surviving  member.  Vowles  v.  Young,  l;i  Ves.  140  ;  Whitelocke  v.  Baker, 
13  Yes.  514  ;  Doe  v.  Griffin,  15  East,  L>!)o.  This  doctrine  is  comparatively 
recent,  even  in  that  country,  and  although  the  weight  of  American  authority 
is  tending  in  the  same  direction,  there  are  many  respectable  decisions  which 
make  no  such  limitations.  Banerl  v.  Da>j,  :'.  Wash.  C.  C.  24:J:  Boudereau  v. 
Montgomery,  i:V^'Si^\\.  C.  C.  ISO;  JaHson  v.  Code;/.  S  Johns.  (X.  Y.)  128; 
Pegram  v.  Jsabell,  2  Hen.  &  M.  (Yirginia)  lit:'.  :  Walkap  v.  Pratt,  5  liar.  &  J. 
(Md.)  51.  It  is  obvious  that  while  the  English  lule  may  be  most  consonant 
to  sound  principle,  and  may  answer  the  ends  of  justice  in  a  dense  po})ulation 
and  settled  community,  yet  it  scarcely  sulfices  in  a  sparsely  inhabited  country 
with  a  migratory  and  rapidly  changing  population.  It  would  be  utterly 
inadequate  in  matters  i-elating  to  a  slave  poxnilation,  where  the  family  is  not 
legally  recognized,  and  for  the  same  reason,  to  the  settlement  of  the  rights  of 
illegitimates.  Where  would  the  negro  have  been  in  suits  for  freedom,  after  a 
few  years,  on  a  change  of  domicile  by  tlie  master,  with  the  presumption  of 
slavery  against  them  by  reason  of  color,  if  tlie  English  rule  had  been  rigidly 
adhered  to?  In  this  state  we  have  departed  from  it,  and  allow  hearsay  from 
other  than  members  of  the  family,  and  public  repute  in  the  community. 
Floirers  v.  Haralson,  (>  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  4!)4  ;  Eivell  v.  State,  6  Yerg.  ;}()4  ;  Ford  v. 
Ford,  7  Humph.  (Tenn.)  02.  We  concede  however  in  a  conflict  of  testimony, 
that  hearsay  in  the  family  is  entitled,  other  things  being  equal,  to  greater  consid- 
eration. Sdxuidcrs  V.  Fuller,  4  Humph.  510.  And  we  have,  to  the  credit  of  our 
judiciary  lie  it  said,  in  the  teeth  of  decisions  to  the  contrary,  by  Chief  Justice 
Mahsiialj,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  extended  the  i-ight 
to  introduce  hearsay  evidence  to  its  utmost  limits,  in  fanorem  llhertatis,  in  suits 
for  freedom.      Vaiigltnu  v.  Phehe,  M.  &  Y.  5  ;  MUter  v.  Denvian.  8  Yerg.  2:56." 

Su})stantially  sustaining  the  llul(;  are:  Cmldji  \.  Brown,  78  Illinois,  415; 
Jonrs  V.  Jones,  36  Maryland,  447 ;  Emerson  v.  White,  2!)  New  Hampshire,  482  ; 
KelUfs  Heirs  v.  McGuire,  15  Arkansas,  555;  Cranfurd  v.  Ulackhurn,  17  Mary- 
land, 40  ;  77  .\ni.  Dec.  ;}2-')  ;  Wise  v.  Wynn,  50  Mississi]i])i,  5SS  ;  42  Am.  Rep. 
381  ;  Northrop  v.  Hale,  70  Maine,  30f) ;  40  Am.  Rep.  615  (citing  the  inincipal 
cases);  Eisenlortl  v.  CAoH.  126  New  York,  5.")2;  12  Lawyers'  R(']>.  Annotated, 
836:  North  lirook/ield  v.  Warren.  16  dray  (Mass.),  171:  />"  font  v.  Doris, 
30  Wisconsin,  170:  .'\nilerson  v.  Parkrr,  *'<  California,  107;  Moj/il  v.  ]\'ithe>- 
spoon,  10  Iredell  Law  (Xor.  Cai.).  1S5;  ] )i'  Ihiren  v.  l>e  Ihtrm,  I'i  Indiana, 
236;  .Masi/n  v.  Fuller,  45  Yermont,  20;  ]V(dker  v.  Murray.  5  Ontai'io,  6:58; 
Wallhridge  v.  Jones,  :>:'.  Queen's  Bench,  U])per  Canada,  6L5;  Dupoi/sler  v. 
ftagani,^\  Kentucky,  40:5 :   flehrx.  Fisher,  14:5   Penn.  State,  :)11;    Dawson  v. 
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MaifaU,\~i  Minnesota,  408 ;  i^lller  v.  Gehr,  105  Wnm.  State,  577;  51  Am.  Uep. 
:.'()7,  citing  Wlillelocke  v.  Baker. 

Iji  Hunt  V.  Order  of  Chosen  Friends,  CA  Michigan,  (571  ;  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  855, 
it  was  held  tliat  a  leaf  taken  after  his  deatii  tVoni  a  soldier's  private  record- 
book,  retpiired  to  be  kept  by  soldiers  in  the  British  service,  containing  the 
names  of  the  soldier  and  his  wife,  and  the  names,  ages,  and  places  of  birth  of 
tlu'ir  children,  is  competent  to  prove  relationships  and  ages  of  the  children. 
The  Court  said  :  "  There  is  no  authority  against  its  reception.  It  was  precisely 
like  the  entries  in  a  family  Bible,  or  otlier  family  book  used  for  iceeping 
family  minutes.  The  use  of  such  things  is  almost  universal,  and  it  would 
generally  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  prove  ages  and  relationships  with- 
out them."  That  such  family  records  in  Bibles,  &c.,  are  competent  to  prove 
pedigree,  see  1  (ireenleaf  on  Evidence,  s.  104  ;  Alejxinder  v.  Chamhcrlin,  1 
Thompson  &  Cook  (X.  Y.  Sui).  Ct.).  600;  Wntson  v.  Brewster,  1  liarr  (Penn, 
State),  oSl ;  Jackson  v.  CooU-ij,  8  Johnson  (X.  Y.).  131  ;  Douglass  v.  Sanderso/i, 
2  Dallas  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  IKJ. 

But  hearsay  evidence  of  pedigree  is  admissible  only  where  the  fact  is  an- 
cient, and  better  evidence  is  not  attainable.  Bimoj  v.  Hanu,  •")  A.  K.  Mar- 
shall (Kentucky),  322;  13  Am.  Dec.  107. 

The  declarations  must  be  ante  litem  molam  ;  Northrop  v.  Hale,  supra ;  Cau- 
Jolle  V.  Ferrle',  26  Barbour  (Xew  York  Sup.  Ct.).  177  ;  23  Xew  York,  91  ; 
EUlcolt  V,  Pearl,  10  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  412  ;  Morgan  v.  Purnell,  4  Hawks 
(North  Car.),  95. 


No.  21.  — BUTLER   v.  VISCOUNT   MOUNTGARRET. 

(H.  L.  1839.) 
RULE. 

A  coxTROVERSY  ill  a  family,  though  not  at  that  moment 
the  subject  of  a  suit,  constitutes  a  Us  sufficient  to  exchide 
evidence  of  reputation  in  a  pedigree  case. 

Butler  V.  Viscount  Mountgarret. 

7  H.  L.  Cas.  G.'3.3-f)50. 

Evidence.  —  Family  Reputation.  —  Letters.  —  Lis  Mofa.  —  Post-Mark. 

A  conversation  between  a  connection  of  a  f.imily  and  some  of  tlie  mcni-   [633] 
bers  of  the  family  on  the  subject  of  a  marriage  snjjjioscd  to  have  taken 
place  in  that  family  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  without  previous  i)n>of  tliat  tlie 
persons  with  wliom  tlie  conversation  took  place  are  dead. 

A  controversy  in  a  family,  though  not  at  that  moment  the  subject  of  a  suit, 
constitutes  a  lis  sufficient  to  render  inadmissible  in  evidence  a  letter  written  ou 
that  subject  by  one  of  the  members  of  the  family,  and  addressed  to  another 
member  of  it.  • 
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S.  B.,  H.  B.,  and  P.  B.  wcro  iu  1816  (in  tliis  ordor  of  succession)  the  ex- 
pectant heirs  of  a  person  who  was  then  childless.  In  that  year  S.  B.  wrote  to 
P.  B.  a  letter  stating  circumstances  respecting  an  alleged  marriage  of  H.  B.  in 
1811,  which,  if  true,  would  liave  the  effect  of  handing  over  the  succession  to 
P.  B.'s  children.  The  tlien  holder  of  the  property  did  not  die  till  1846.  Held, 
iu  an  ejectment  afterwards  brought  by  tiie  children  of  P.  B.,  that  this  letter  was 
not  admissible. 

Qi(.    Whether  the  date  a  letter  bears  is  prima  facie  its  true  date? 

This  was  a  proceeding  in  error  brought  on  a  judgment  of  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought 
by  P.  S.  P)utler,  to  recover  from  the  defendant,  Lord  Mountgarret, 
certain  lands  in  the  county  of  Kilkenny,  which  had  been  the 
property  of  the  late  Earl  of  Kilkenny.  The  Earl,  who  had  in- 
herited the  title  of  Viscount  Mountgarret,  but  had  been  created 
Earl  of  Kilkenny,  had  three  brothers,  Somerset,  Henry  and  Pierce. 
Somerset  died  in  1826  witliout  issue.  Henry  died  in  1842,  leav- 
ing the  defendant,  his  eldest  son  by  his  marriage  with  Miss 
[*  634]  Harrison.  Pierce  died  in  June  1846,  leaving  *  the  plain- 
tiff, his  eldest  son.  The  Earl  died  in  July  J 846  without 
issue.  The  earldom  thereon  became  extinct,  and  Henry  Edmund 
Butler  (the  defendant),  the  son  of  Henry,  was  admitted  to  the 
viscounty,  and  entered  into  possession  of  the  entailed  estates. 
•In  July  1853  the  plaintiff  brought  against  him  an  action  of  eject- 
ment, on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  the  legitimate  son  of  Henry, 
for  that  Henry,  before  his  nuirriage  with  ]\Iiss  Harrison,  which 
was  formally  celeljrated  on  the  3rd  September  1811,  in  the  parish 
church  (if  Brighton,  had  contracted  per  rrrha  dr  pra'scnti  a  mar- 
riage at  Edinbuigli  with  a  young  widow  named  Colebrooke.  The 
accion  was  first  tried  at  the  Summer  Assizes  for  the  county  of 'Kil- 
kenny in  1854,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintilf;  but  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  set  aside  this  verdict,  and  ordered  a  new  trial, 
which  came  (in  before  Mr.  Serjeant  BEinvunc  at  the  S])ring  Assizes 
for  Kilkenny  in  1855,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant. 
Exce]tti()ns  were  taken  to  the  ruUng  of  the  learned  Judge  on  certain 
jHiiiits  <if  evidence,  and  these  exce])tions  were  argued  in  the  Ex- 
chi'(|U('r  ('liauibcr,  where  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendants. 

The  evidence  on  the  subject  of  the  alleged  Scotcli  marriage,  as 
given  by  Mrs.  (>ol(^brooke's  confidential  servant,  Sarah  Stride,  was 
in  substance  this:  That  at  the  end  t»f  March  i»i'  lieginiiiiig  of  April 
1811.  Hciirv  r.utler.came  to  the  house  wliere  i\Irs.  Colebrooke  (with 
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whom  he  had  previously  had  illicit  connection)  was  then  living  at 
Edinburgh,  and  insisted  on  being  admitted,  was  very  violent  and 
threatening,  and  declared  that  Mrs.  Colebrooke  was  his  wife  ;  that 
the  house  was  his  house,  and  tliat  nobody  should  dare  to  keep 
him  out ;  he  sealed  the  wall  at  the  back  of  the  house,  and  entered. 
Mrs.  Colebrooke  met  him  at  the  top  of  the  kitchen  stairs  in  the 
liall.  She  had  been  up  to  that  UKunent  in  bed  with  a 
^Ir.  Taafle.  She  came  down  *  in  great  confusion,  Taaffe  [*  63')] 
having  been  safely  locked  in  the  bedroom.  She  and 
Butler  went  into  the  housekeeper's  room,  where  they  remained  ten 
minutes,  or  a  cjuarter  of  an  hour,  and  Taaffe,  whom  the  witness 
Stride  had  in  the  mean  time  let  out  of  the  bedroom,  was  put 
into  tlie  drawing-room.  Mrs.  Colebrooke  and  Butlei-  shortly 
afterwards  w^ent  up  to  her  bedroom,  and  after  they  had  been 
there  some  little  time,  she  rang  the  bell,  which  Stride  answered, 
and  she  told  Stride  to  call  uj)  the  other  servants.  Stride 
called  up  William  Johnston,  the  footman,  and  Margaret  John- 
ston, his  sister,  the  nursemaid ;  when  the  three  servants  were 
in  the  room,  "  Mrs.  Colebrooke  said  that  Mr.  Butler  wished  me  to 
call  us  up,  to  witness  that  him  and  her  were  man  and  wife.  They 
were  standing  side  by  side  with  their  ])acks  to  the  tire,  joining 
hands.  Mr.  Ijutler  merely  nodded  his  head."  The  plaintiff,  farther 
to  maintain  the  issue,  produced  tlie  Dowager  Marchioness  of 
Ormonde,  who  said  she  was  a  connection  of  the  Mountgarret 
family.  She  had  heard  of  the  marriage  of  Henry  Butler  with  IMiss 
Harrison.  She  w^as  asked  wliether  before  she  heard  of  that  mar- 
riage she  had  lieard  from  some  members  of  tlie  Butler  family  tlint 
he  had  contracted  a  marriage  in  Scotland  with  a  Mrs.  Colebrooke. 
The  question  was  objected  to  ^  and  the  learned  Judge  allowed  the 
objection.  This  formed  the  ground  of  the  first  exception.  Proof 
was  then  given  tliat  a  letter,  dated  26th  September  1816,  signed 
Somerset  Butler,  and  addressed  to  Pierce  Butler,  was  in  Somerset 
Butler's  handwriting,  and  the  plaintiff's  counsel  ju'oposed  to  read 
this  letter,  with  the  view  of  laying  before  the  jury  two  par- 
ticular passages   *in    it.^      The    counsel    for   the  defend-  [*  630] 

'   The  objection,  tliough   not   so  stated         -  The  letter  was  in  the  following  terms, 

in  the  Bill  of  Exceptions,  was  said  to  have  The  two  passages  are  printed  in   italics: 

lieen  this  :  that  it  was  not  shown  that  the  —  "  Dkak  Pikrce  ;  I  think  it  just  and  fair 

members  of  the  family  with  whom  the  con-  to  tell  you  all   1  know  about  Henry  and 

versation   to  be  proved   took   place,   were  Mrs.    Colebrooke.     About    1810    I    dined 

dead.  with  tlicni  in  (%dogan  Place ;  she  was  sit- 
voL,  XI.  —  22 
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ant  objected  that  the  first  of  the  two  passages  was  something 
written  after  a  certain  matter  had  become  the  subject  of  contro- 
versy in  the  family,  and  that  the  letter  must  therefore  be  treated 
as  a  statement  made  jMst  litem  inotain  ;  and  that  the  second  of 
these  passages  was  subject  to  the  same  objection,  and  was  farther 
objectionable  as  being  the  statement  of  the  contents  of  a  written 
document.  The  learned  Judge  allowed  the  objection  to  each  of 
the  passages  referred  to,  and  the  doing  so  formed  the  subject  of 
the  second  and  third  exceptions. 

The  defendant's  counsel  produced  one  Henry  Preston,  an  agent 
for  the  Post-oftice,  who  proved  the  Moftatt  Post-office  mark  on  a 
letter  "29th  March  1811."     The  letter  itself  was  dated  26th  March 

1811.  This  was  a  letter  which  purported  to  come  from 
[*  637]  Mrs.  Colebrooke,  and  was  *  addressed  to  a  third  person. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  objected  that  this  letter  (the  object 
of  jiroducing  which,  was  to  throw  doubt  on  the  alleged  date  of  the 
supposed  Scotch  marriage)  was  not  admissible  for  that  purpose,  for 
that  the  post-mark  was  no  evidence  of  the  place  in  which  the  writer 
was  when  the  letter  was  written.  The  learned  Judge  held  that 
the  letter  was  admissible  in  evidence,  on  the  issue  in  the  cause, 
and  this  constituted  the  matter  of  the  fourth  exception.  The  defen- 
dant's counsel,  with  the  view  of  showing  that  after  the  supposed 
Scotch  marriage  Mrs.  Colebrooke  did  not  treat  it  as  of  any  validity, 
then  proposed  to  read  in  evidence  a  letter  of  Mrs.  Colebrooke,  dated 
13th  May  1811,  and  signed  by  her  in  that  name.  This  letter  w^as 
objected  to  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  but  was  held  to  be  admissible 
as  evidence  on  the  issue,  and  this  formed  the  subject  of  the  fifth 

tiiifi'  on  liis  knco  part  of  the  evening,  and  dren.    I  laiiRlied,  us  lie  ju'eviously  told  inc 

I  left  them,  I  tliouglit  of  course,  to  sleej)  one  cliilil  was  dead,  and  the  otlicr  a  niis- 

togetlier.     I  heard  afterwards  they  were  carriage.     He  also  showed  me  a  few  lines 

gone  to  Scotland.     About  1811  I  met  him  from   her,  abusing  him,  but  not  signed: 

at  the  Bedford  Coffee  House,  mncli  agi-  after  this,  he  told  me  she   had  come  to 

tated ;  he  said  he  was  in  a  scrape ;  that  town ;    they    had    passed    the   niglit    to- 

il/»-.s.   C.  in  Scotland  liad  callrd  ti]>  xevend  gethei',  and   had   again  (|uarielled.     IMrs. 

(if  her  servants  (IS  wifncxses,  iind  tlidt  thoj  Harrison,    at     Urighton,    ('(implaining   of 

hdd    talen    cdch   ntlier   us    mini    and    irij'f  his  :yi(l   her  daughter's   conduct,  told   nie 

hefore.  iheni  ;  that  since   slic  liail    declined  Mrs.  Colebrooke  had    written  her  a  letter, 

acknowledging  him.     I  told    him  she  was  saying  if  siie  gave  her  .L'l.'J, 000,  siie  would 

his  wife,  and  that  he   would  be  arrested  give  up  her  claim  to  Henry.     Mr.  Forth, 

for  her  debts,  anil  advised  him  to  ailver-  of  Hi'ighton,  told  me  she  iiad  mentioncil 

ti.so  that    he    would   not  pay   any    future  much  the  same  thing  to  him.     This  is  all 

iiebts;  he  seeiiu'd  to  agree  with   me:  he  I  know   of    the    business.  —  T    am,   dear 

shanked  vie  a  Idler  he,  had  ivn'llcn  her,  cdJ/-  I'ierce,   yours    affectionately,  S.   15i:ti,i;i{, 

in//  hrr  his  ni/e,  and  tlicrHtllicr  of  lils  chii-  Clicltrnliain,   September  'KAh,    181()." 
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exception.  In  his  charge  to  the  jury,  the  learned  Judge  read  and 
commented  on  the  letters  of  Mrs.  Colebrooke  which  he  had  ad- 
mitted in  evidence.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  required  that  they 
should  be  withdrawn  from  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  but  the 
learned  Judge  refused  to  withdraw  them,  and  this  fornied  the 
subject  of  the  sixth  exception. 

The  Court  of  Excheciuer  overruled  all  the  exceptions,  and  gave 
judgment  for  the  defendant.  The  case  was  then  taken  to  the 
Exchequer  Cliamber,  where  tliis  judgment  was  aftirmed.  The 
plaintiff  then  brought  the  case  on  error  to  tliis  House. 

Sir  H.  Cairns,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error : 

The  question  whether  there  had  or  had  not  been  a  communica- 
tion Ijetween  two  members  of  a  family  on  a  supposed  marriage  in 
that  family  was  admissible.  It  is  not  to  be  excluded  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  a  domestic  dispute,  whether  that  particu- 
lar fact  did  or  not  exist.  There  *  was  not  a  lis  mota  at  [*  Ci.j.S] 
that  time.  Put  this  in  the  strongest  way.  Suppose  a 
dispute  between  husbar.d  and  wife  whether  a  particular  child 
was  born  before  or  after  a  given  event,  and  suppose  they  had 
made  different  entries  on  the  subject,  that  would  not  prevent  each 
entry  from  being  admissible.  This  was  a  mere  family  discussion, 
as  to  which  one  brother  was  giving  information  to  another.  No 
lis  did  or  could  exist  then.  The  P^arl  was  alive,  and  Somerset 
Butler,  who  wrote  the  letter,  was  the  eldest  of  the  three  younger 
brothers.  In  Freeman  v.  Phillipps,  4  M.  &  S.  4S6  (16  E.  l\.  524) 
the  depositions  of  freeholders,  made  many  years  before  in  a  suit 
relating  to  the  customs  of  the  manor,  were  admitted  in  a  proceed- 
ins  for  a  false  return  to  a  mandamus  as  to  the  customs  of  the 
manor  In  that  case  there  was  a  lis  muta.  [The  Lord  Chan'cellor 
(Lord  Campbell)  :  The  ratio  decidendi  there  was,  that  it  was  not 
the  same  question.  Lord  Chelmsford  :  The  lis  here  was,  at  the 
date  of  the  letter,  deemed  by  all  the  parties  to  be  inevitable.  All 
the  members  of  the  family  who  were  in  a  sound  state  of  mind  had 
their  attention  engaged  on  the  subject.]  But  the  mere  existence 
of  an  interest  which  may  probably  become  the  subject  of  a  lis,  does 
not  prevent  family  statements  from  being  admissible.  In  the 
recent  case  of  Partington  v.  RcnncUs,  M.S.,  a  widow-lady,  having 
no  children,  advertised  for  members  of  her  family.  She  received 
numerous  letters  from  America.  She  died  intestate,  never  having 
made  up  her  mind  as  to  who  were  her  relatives.     The  declarations 
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made  by  members  of  the  family  in  America,  as  to  the  state  of  the 
family,  were  received  in  opposition  to  the  argument  that  they  were 
made  by  persons  having  a  deep  interest  in  making  them.  [Lord 
Chelmsford  intimated  a  doubt  whether  any  such  declara- 
[*  639]  tions  had  been  admitted,  *  except  those  which  she  in  her 
lifetime  had  pronounced  to  be  correct.]  The  true  prin- 
ciple was  stated  by  Lord  Eldon,  in  Whitelocle  v.  Bahcr,  13  Ves. 
514  (p.  309,  ante),  namely,  that  the  traditions  of  a  family,  to  be  re- 
ceivable in  evidence,  must  be  made  by  persons  having  such  con- 
nection with  those  to  whom  they  related  ;  that  it  was  likely,  front 
their  domestic  habits  and  connections,  that  they  were  speaking  the 
truth,  and  that  they  could  not  be  mistaken.  These  conditions 
were  perfectly  fulfilled  here.  In  this  case  the  writer  was  con- 
nected with  the  family,  was  likely  to  be  well  informed,  and 
was  thoroughly  impartial,  and  no  contest,  such  as  will  render 
a  letter  of  this  kind  inadmissible,  had  arisen  when  this  letter 
was  written. 

Then  as  to  the  objection  that  the  statement  of  the  contents  of 
Henry  Butler's  letter  was  the  statement  of  the  contents  of  a  writ- 
ten document,  that  objection  cannot  properly  be  taken  here.  Two 
men,  Somerset  Butler  and  Henry  Butler,  have  met  together ;  they 
are  discussing  a  particular  event;  the  same  thing  which  has  been 
asserted  by  Henry  Butler,  as  to  himself,  is  asserted  by  him  in 
writing ;  the  repetition  of  that  statement  made  at  that  very  time 
may  be  given  in  evidence,  as  well  as  the  verbal  declaration.  Take 
the  case  which  most  resembles  it,  of  a  public  meeting,  speeches  and 
banners.  The  banners  cannot  be  produced,  Init  evidence  of  the 
words  upon  them  may  be  given  by  those  who  saw  them  at  the 
meeting.  [Lord  "VVensleydale  :  That  is  on  account  of  the  incon- 
venience, perhaps  the  impossibility,  of  i)rocuring  the  banners.] 
The  persons  making  the  speeches  are  sup[K)scd  to  lie  repeating 
what  is  put  upon  tlie  banners,  and  both  are  capable  of  being 
])rovod  in  evidence. 

On  the  second  and  third  exce]»tions  the    judgment    of 
[*  640]  *  the  (>)ui't  below  cannot  be  supported.     The  plaintiff  in 
error  does  not  present  any  arguments  as  to  the  others. 

Mr.  ]5utt,  of  the  Irish  r>ar,  and  Mr.  Peter  Barlow,  who  appeared 
for  the  defendant  in  error,  were  not  called  on. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  a  great  many  questions  \va(\ 
heen  rniscd,  Imt  there  was  only  one  on   which   he   thought  any 
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iiifficulty  could  possibly  arise,  and  that  was  "  whether  the  letter  of 
the  26th  September,  1816,  from  Somerset  liutler  to  Pierce  Butler, 
was  properly  rejected  by  the  Jud^e  at  the  trial,  on  the  «,'rouiid  of 
lis  mota."  His  Lordship  moved  tliat  that  (question  should  be  })ut 
to  the  Judges  :  agreed  tn. 

Mr.  Justice  Willes,  on  the  })art  of  the  Judges,  asked  that  they 
might  retire  to  consider  the  question.  After  a  short  absence,  they 
returned,  and  ]\Ir.  Justice  WiLLES  then  delivered  on  their  behalf 
the  following  opinion  :  — 

In  answer  to  the  (juestirm  which  your  Lordshi[»s  liave  ]iro[)osed 
to  the  Judges,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  letter  from  Somerset 
Jjutler  to  Pierce  Butler  was  properly  rejected  by  the  Judge,  on  the 
ground  of  lis  mota. 

The  letter  was  tendered  liy  the  plaintiff  to  prove  a  marriage 
between  Henry  Butler  and  Mrs.  Colebrooke  in  1811.  It  had  been 
given  in  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  trial,  that  after  the 
period  at  which  the  alleged  marriage  was  said  to  have  taken  place, 
each  of  the  parties  had  acted  inconsistently  with  the  fact  of  the 
marriage,  and  that,  in  fact,  they  had  respectively  married  again, 
Mrs.  Colebrooke  a  ]\Ir.  Taaffe  and  HtMiry  Ihitler  a  Miss  Harrison  ; 
and  it  appeared  by  the  letter  itself  that  a  dispute  had,  before 
the  alleged  statements  of  Henry  Butler,  arisen  between 
*  ]Mrs.  Colebrooke  and  him  as  to  whether  they  were  man  [*641] 
and  wife.  That  was  a  controversy  capable  of  being 
litigated,  and  upon  which  the  parties  interested  took  opposite 
sides.  K  a  suit  for  jactitation  of  marriage,  or  for  restitution  of 
conjugal  rights,  had  followed,  the  lis  would  surely  have  dated  at 
least  from  the  time  when  the  parties  had  respectively  assumed  a 
hostile  attitude ;  and  by  the  law  of  England,  differing  in  this 
respect  from  tlie  civil  law,  a  suit  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  lis. 
The  controversy  was  one  of  a  nature  likely  to  bias  the  mind  of 
Henry  Butler;  and  upon  reading  this  letter,  it  is  obvious  that  it 
had  put  him  into  a  state  of  very  great  dis'iuietude  upon  the  sub- 
ject. Farther,  it  was  a  controversy  u}ion  the  very  point,  to  prove 
which  the  letter  was  tendered.  We  therefore  answer  your  Lord- 
ships' question  in  the  athrmative,  that  the  letter  was  properly 
rejected. 

The  LOKD  ClIAXCELLOK  : 

My  Lords,  after  this  clear  and  conclusive  opinion  unanimously 
given  to  your  Lordships  by  the  learned  Judges,  I  think  we  may  at 
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once  dispose  of  this  cause.  There  were  four  exceptions  taken  to 
the  ruling  of  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial.  With  regard  to  the 
first  and  fourth,  we  thought  that  it  would  not  be  respectful  to  the 
Judges  to  put  any  question  to  them  as  to  those  exceptions,  because 
we  were  all  of  opinion  that  it  was  quite  clear  that  the  ruling  of 
the  learned  Judge  upon  those  points  so  excepted  to,  was  unexce])- 
tionable  ;  and  indeed  the  learned  counsel  who  has  just  addressed 
us  with  his  usual  ability,  and  with  a  candour  that  belongs  to,  and 
ought  to  be  exhibited  by,  a  gentleman  of  his  high  station  at  the 
bar,  admits  tliat  u})on  the  other  exceptions  he  cannot  now  rely. 
With  regard  to  the  tirst,  it  is  quite  clear  that,  without  proving 
that  the  members  of  tlie  family  whose  declarations  were 
[*  642]  to  be  *  given  in  evidence  are  dead,  their  declarations  are 
inadmissible.  With  regard  to  the  fourth,  it  is  equally  clear 
that  this  letter  with  the  post-mark  upon  it,  and  with  the  particu- 
lar date  upon  it  written  by  Mrs.  Colebrooke,  was  admissible  evi- 
dence, for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  slie  was  at  Moft'att  at  that 
tinje ;  it  is  by  no  means  conclusive  evidence;  but  tliere  is  other 
evidence  by  which  it  was  strongly  corroVjorated. 

We  have  had  a  most  learned  and  able  argument  in  support  of 
the  second  and  third  exceptions  ;  u])on  these  the  question  resolves 
itself  into  a  single  point,  whether  there  was  lis  inota  before  the 
letter  in  question  was  written.  There  are  other  objections  that 
might  be  made  to  particular  parts  of  the  letter,  but  upon  these  it 
is  not  necessary  to  give  any  opinion,  because  the  objection  on  the 
ground  of  lis  motet,  according  to  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the 
Judges,  decisively  disposes  of  the  second  and  third  exceptions. 

Now,  my  Lords,  I  must  say  that  T  most  heartily  concur  in  the 
oj)inion  that  the  Judges  have  pronounced.  There  was  in  my  mind 
clearly  a  controversy  existing  upon  tlie  question  lii^fore  the  letter 
was  written.  Xow,  what  is  the  (|uestion  ?  The  question  is  this, 
whetlier  there  hnd  l)een  a  marriage  in  Scotland  Ijetween  Henry 
]^)Utler  ami  Mrs.  ('olcl)i-ookc.  It  was  to  prove  that  t]\cvo  had  been 
sucli  a  marriage  that  the  letter  was  ])roposed  t<»  be  given  in  evi- 
dcnci'.  Had  th(.'re  not  been  a  controversy  ujmju  tliat  sul)ject  before 
the.  letter  was  written  ?  .And  at  th(!  time  when  the  letter  was 
writt(in,  (Ud  it  not  subsist  ? 

Tt  was  for  tlie  Judge  to  say  wliether  the  letter  was  admissil)le 
or  uiKuhiiissilile ;  and  in  order  to  come  to  a  riglit  concdusion  upon 
that  <|uestion,  Ik;   was  to  eonsidd'   whether  there  was  evidence  of 
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lis  mota,  independently  of  tlie  letter.  And,  moreover, 
he  was  bound  to  look  at  the  letter,  and  to  *  read  it,  and  [*  G4o] 
to  see  from  its  contents  whether  it  was  admissible  or  not. 
Without  entering  minutely  into  the  evidence,  I  think  that  there 
was,  independently  of  tlie  letter,  evidence  to  show  that  before  the 
letter  was  written  there  had  been  a  controversy  in  the  Ikitler 
family  as  to  whether  there  had  been  this  Scotch  marriage  or  not. 
But  the  letter  itself,  I  think,  is  (|uite  conclusive  on  the  subject, 
because  the  whole  scope  of  it  shows  that  there  had  been  a  contro- 
versy. And  it  was  in  my  opinion  a  controversy  which  was  likely 
to  create  a  bias  one  way  or  the  other  upon  the  mind  of  every 
member  of  the  family.  The  Earl  of  Kilkenny  was  still  alive,  and 
the  present  Lord  Mountgarret  was  not  then  entitled  to  claim  either 
the  title  or  the  estates,  nor  was  tlie  present  plaintiff  in  a  position  to 
make  tlie  claim  which  he  now  makes.  But,  looking  at  the  state  of 
the  family,  it  was  a  question  which  must  inevitably  arise,  becau.se 
if  Henry  Butler  had  contracted  a  valid  marriage  before  he  married 
the  mother  of  the  present  Lord  Mountgarret,  then  that  marriage 
between  him  and  the  mother  of  Lord  Mountgarret  was  void,  and 
consecjuently  Lorti  Mountgarret  was  illegitimate,  and  the  next 
heir  would  be  entitled  to  succeed.  That  was  known  to  the  dif- 
ferent members  of  the  family.  It  was  a  matter  of  great  interest  to 
them,  as  to  which  no  doubt  each  might  take  one  side  or  another ; 
and,  according  to  the  established  rules  of  the  law  of  England,  if  there 
is  such  a  controversy,  it  is  supposed  to  create  a  bias  upon  the  minds 
of  those  who  make  statements  upon  the  subject,  and  it  renders 
hearsay  evidence  upon  the  subject  inadmissible.  I  think  there  is 
no  doubt  at  all,  whether  we  look  at  the  evidence  lieyond  the 
letter,  or  at  the  letter  itself,  that  there  had  been  this  controversy 
in  the  family.  The  letter  conclusively  shows  tliat  there  had 
been  a  controversy  in  the  famil}'  respecting  the  validity 
of  this  Scotch  marriage,  and  that  is  the  subject  of  *  tlie  [*  644] 
lis  that  now  exists,  because  the  Us  that  now  exists  is.  Was 
there  such  a  marriage  or  not  ?  -That  controversy  had  arisen  before 
the  letter  was  written.  If  it  had  arisen  before  the  letter  was 
written,  then  the  letter  was  inadmissible.  Therefore,  concurring 
entirely  in  opinion  with  the  learned  Judge  who  has  assisted  us  by 
so  clearly  expressing  the  opinion  of  himself  and  his  brethren  upon 
this  .subject,  I  must  advise  your  Lordships  to  affirm  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  below. 
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Lord  Brougham  : 

My  Lords,  I  entirely  agree  with  my  noble  and  learned  friend, 
and  with  the  learned  Judges,  in  the  opinion  which  they  have 
formed;  indeed  the  statement  of  the  argument  by  Mr.  Baron 
Grkene  is  conclusive  of  itself,  although  I  think  it  does  not  go 
quite  far  enough  at  the  beginning.  He  sa}-s  the  letter  proves  a 
lis  iiiota  anterior  to  its  date  of  1816.  It  proves  a  great  deal  more 
than  that ;  it  proves  a  lis,  or  at  least  that  which  amounts  to  a 
controversy,  in  the  year  1811,  at  the  time  at  which  this  su})- 
posed  declaration  was  made.  If  the  letter  had  been  produced  and 
tendered,  and  there  had  been  nothing  else  in  the  cause  to  lead  the 
learned  Judge's  mind  to  the  conclusion  of  the  existence  of  lis  'inota 
at  the  time,  and  if  he  had  therefore  admitted  the  letter,  the 
moment  that  letter  was  read,  it  would  so  clearly  have  proved,  that 
there  was  lis  mota  at  the  time,  that  it  must  at  once  have  been 
struck  out  of  the  evidence. 

Lord  Cranw^orth  : 

My  Lords,  1  take  entirely  the  same  view  of  this  case  as  my 
noble  and  learned  friend.  It  seemed  to  be  suggested  at  one  time, 
in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  the  learned  Judge  who 
[*  645]  tried  this  case  would  not  have  been  justified  in  *  rejecting 
the  letter,  unless  previously  to  its  being  tendered  in  evi- 
dence it  appeared  that  it  was  written  at  tlie  time  when  there  was 
a  lis  motii.  That  I  take  to  be  an  entire  mistake.  If  the  letter 
itself  shows  that  at  that  time  there  was  a  li^  riiotn,  then  the  letter 
is  inadmissible.  Now,  upon  the  question  whether  this  letter  does 
show  that  or  not,  it  a])penrs  to  me,  tliat  not  only  it  does  sliow  that, 
l»ul  it  shows  nothing  else.  All  tluU  the  letter  shows  is,  that 
tliere  was  a  controversy  in  tlie  ihitler  family  in  the  year  1810, 
M  hcllicr  or  not  n  \alid  ninn-iage  liad  taken  ])lace  :  that  one  brotlier 
insisted  upon  certain  facts,  which  we  must  understand  to  be  the 
only  facts  that  would  give  rise  to  the  notion  of  there  having  been 
a  vabd  marriage,  and  contended  that  those  facts  constituted  a 
valid  marriage,  and  tliat  the  other  disputed  tliat,  and  said  that 
th(!y  did  not  constitute;  a  \alid  nuirriage.  It  appears  to  me,  that 
to  admit  that  letter  wouhl  l)e  directly  at  variance  with  the  prin- 
ciple u]ion  wliich  this  sort  of  evidence  is  received,  and  which  is 
stated  \)\  Lord  Eldon  to  lie,  that  such  declarations  are  admitted 
upon  the  ground  that  they  are  tlie  natural  effusions  of  jiarties  who 
mii-t  know  the  truth  (now  one  of  these  parties  knew  nothing  about 
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it,  except  what  lie  knew  from  other.s),  "  upon  occasions  wlien  their 
minds  stand  in  an  even  position  without  any  temptation  to  exceed 
or  to  fall  short  of  the  truth."  As  to  every  one  of  these  proposi- 
tions, the  case  here  would  fail.  Therefore  I  entirely  concur  in  the 
opinion,  that  there  was  a  lis  niota,  which  projterly  led  the  Judges 
to  exclude  this  piece  of  evidence. 

Lord  Wensleyd.\le  : 

My  Lords,  I  entirely  concur  in  the  opinions  which  have  heen 
given  by  my  noble  and  learned  friends.  There  is  not  the  least 
doubt  upon  the  first  exception,  and  it  was  therefore  thought 
iitinecessary  to  submit  it  to  the  learned  Judges.  *  The  [*  646] 
declarations  proposed  to  be  given  in  evidence  by  the  Dow- 
ager Marchioness  of  Ormonde  were  not  confined  to  declarations  of 
deceased  members  of  the  family.  That  is  at  once  an  answer  to 
that  piece  of  evidence ;  no  farther  answer  need  be  given. 

With  respect  to  the  second  exception  we  thought  it  necessary 
to  put  the  question  to  the  learned  Judges,  whether  the  declara- 
tion of  Somerset  Butler  was  made  after  lis  raota.  I  concur  en- 
tirely in  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Baron  Greene,  in  which  he  states, 
in  a  very  clear,  convincing,  and  satisfactory  manner,  his  grounds 
for  considering  that  lis  inota  had  then  arisen,  and  I  entertain  not 
the  least  doubt  that  there  was  ample  evidence  to  justify  the  Judge 
in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  lis  mota.  in  the  sense  required 
to  render  this  declaration  inadmissible,  existed  at  the  time. 

One  observation  I  wish  to  make  upon  another  part  of  the  case 
to  which  my  noble  and  learned  friend  has  adverted,  that  is,  as  to 
the  admission  of  the  letter  from  Moffatt.  It  is  the  Post-office 
stamp  which  makes  that  letter  admissible  ;  but  I  am  not  prepared 
to  draw  the  same  conclusion  as  some  of  the  Irish  Judges,  who  say 
that'  it  is  quite  settled  that  the  date  in  the  letter  is  lyriuid  facie 
evidence  that  it  was  signed  the  day  it  bears  date.  I  am  still  at 
a  loss  to  discover  upon  what  legal  principle  it  can  be  considered 
admissible,  unless  it  is  subscribed  and  written  by  a  party  to  the 
cause,  or  by  one  through  whom  a  party  to  the  cause  claims 
interest.  It  is  perfectly  true  that,  under  a  decision  pronounced 
by  Mr.  Justice  Bosanquet,  in  the  Common  Pleas  {Anderson  v. 
Weston,  6  Bing.  X.  C.  300;  8  Scott,  583),  to  which  I  adverted  in 
the  course  of  the  argument,  the  practice  has  been  to  treat  the  date 
in  a  letter  as  its  true  date.  This  matter  was  under  considera- 
tion in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  at  the  time  when  my  noble  and 
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learned  friend  opposite  was  a  member  of  that  Court,  in 
[*  647]  the  *  case  of  Potez  v.  Glassoj),  2  Ex.  191,  where  it  was  hiid 
down  by  the  Judges  that  we  were  compelled,  by  the  many 
cases  which  had  been  decided,  to  liold  the  date  to  be  ^->?'i;/)i'l /acze 
evidence  as  to  the  time  of  writing  the  letter ;  but  we  intimated  our 
opinion  very  strongly  —  at  least  I  did,  and  I  believe  my  noble  and 
learned  friend  concurred  with  me  —  that  it  would  be  proper 
to  take  the  opinion  of  a  superior  Court  by  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
if  that  point  should  ever  become  material.  I  observe  that  that 
case  has  been  followed  in  one  or  two  cases  that  are  referred  to  in 
the  note  of  that  case  of  Potez  v.  Glasso]).  I  merely  make  that 
ob.servation  in  order  that  I  may  not  be  considered  as  acquiescing 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Irish  Judges,  who  consider  that  point  as 
finally  settled.     It  is  not  finally  settled. 

Lord  Chelmsford  : 

My  Lords,  I  concur  entirely  with  my  noble  and  learned  friends 
who  have  preceded  me.  I  should  not  say  a  word  upon  the  subject 
of  the  first  exception,  if  it  were  not  for  the  fact  that  Mr.  Taylor, 
in  his  excellent  work  upon  Evidence,  has  stated  this  case  as  an 
authority,  that  the  Court  of  Error  in  Ireland  had  rejected  this 
evidence  upon  the  ground  that  it  had  not  been  limited  to  state- 
ments made  by  deceased  relatives.  Now,  I  observe,  upon  looking 
into  the  opinions  of  the  Judges,  that  it  was  only  Baron  (rREENE 
who  distinctly  made  that  objection  to  the  evidence.  The  other 
Judges  went  upon  totally  difl'erent  grounds.  lh\t  the  exception 
being  in  this  particular  form,  whicii  merely  states  that  the 
Marchioness  of  Ormonde  had  heard  from  some  member  of  the 
Euthjr  family  that  he  had  contracted  a  marriage  in  Scotland,  when 
the  case  is  l)rouglit  before  your  Lordships  it  is  necessary 
[*  648]  for  the  parties  to  prove  that  *  except  ion  in  the  express 
terms  in  which  it  is  framed.  Your  Lordships  intimated 
an  opinion  a  few  days  ago  in  another  case  that  it  was  necessary 
to  hold  parties  sti'ictly  to  the  form  of  their  exceptions.  Now  this 
cxcepticjii  sliovvs  merely  that  the  Judge  refused  to  admit  evidence 
of  declarations  of  "  some  members  of  the  family."  It  says  no 
more.  Before  declarations  of  members  of  a  family  can  be  ad- 
mitted, it  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  parties  by  whom  they 
arc  said  to  have  been  uttered  are  not  in  existence.  That  is  a  part 
of  the  evidence  that  must  be  produced  by  the  party  who  is  j)ro- 
posing  to  give  proof  of  those  declarations.     It  is  the  very  founda- 
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tion  upon  which  those  declarations  arc  a(hnittc(l,  and  therefore 
it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  upon  the  frame  of  this  exception  the 
learned  Judge's  ruling  was  quite  correct,  that  this  evidence  was 
inadmissible. 

Then,  it  is  only  necessary  to  advert  very  shortly  to  the  other 
exceptions  wdiicli  arose  upon  the  letter  from  Somerset  Butler  to 
Pierce  Butler  in  the  year  1816.  If 'it  were  at  all  necessary  to  go 
into  that  question,  I  should  be  disposed  to  adopt  the  opinion 
of  Baron  Greene,  that  the  statements  in  that  letter  do  not 
amount  to  a  declaration  of  the  fact  of  a  marriage.  ]jut  it  is  quite 
unnecessary  to  express  any  opinion  upon  that  question,  because 
I  think  the  point  upon  which  we  have  had  the  assistance  of  the 
learned  Judges,  and  their  opinion  witli  regard  to  there  having 
been  a  lis  mota  at  the  time  the  letter  was  written,  is  quite  suffi- 
cient to  dispose  of  that  exception. 

With  respect  to  wliat  is  lis  mota,  I  think  I  should  be  disposed 
to  adopt  the  opinion  which  was  expressed  by  Lord  St.  Leonards 
in  a  case  before  him,  which  is  stated  in  Baron  (Ireene's 
judgment  (6  Ir.  Law.  TJep.  X.  S.,  15'.));  he  cites  Lord  St. 
Leonards'  .opinion,  "That  there  is  lis  when  conflicting 
statements  are  *  made  in  tlie  family "  (which,  perhaps,  [*  649] 
I  should  not  be  dis}  o>ed  to  adopt  to  the  full  extent), 
"when  it  becomes,  in  short,  a  matter  of  discussion  and  con- 
troversy." The  question  here  is,  whether  the  letter  itself  does 
not  show  that  the  ([uestion  of  the  marriage  of  Mr.  Henry  Butler 
witli  Mrs.  Colebrooke  was  a  subject  of  discussion  and  con- 
troversy in  the  family  at  the  time  when  that  declaration  was 
made.  It  appears  that  the  letter  was  written  by  Mr.  Somerset 
Butler  to  Mr.  Tierce  Butler.  The  state  of  the  family  at  that  time 
was  this:  Edmund  Lord  Kilkenny,  who  was  the  eldest  l)rotlier, 
was  out  of  his  mind,  and  had  no  issue.  Mr.  Somerset  Butler,  the 
next  in  succession,  also  had  no  issue.  ]Mr.  Henry  Butler,  the 
father  of  Lord  Mountgarret,  was  the  third  ]»rother,  and  Mr.  Pierce 
Butler  the  fourth.  This  letter  shows,  that  tlie  tliree  parties, — 
Somerset,  Henry,  and  Pierce,  —  all  of  them  liad  their  minds  directed 
to  the  subject  of  controversy,  whether  or  not  there  had  been 
a  marriage  between  Mr.  Henry  Butler  and  ]\Irs.  Colebrooke. 
And  upon  that  depended,  certainly  in  the  year  1S16,  when,  as  I 
understand,  Lord  Mountgarret  was  born,  the  legitimacy  of  Lord 
Mountgarret:  that  question  then  was  in  controversy  ;  and  if  Lord 
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Mountgarret  was  illegitimate,  then  Pierce  Butler  would  l)e  entitled 
as  next  in  succession  to  Somerset,  who  had  no  children.  Under 
these  circumstances,  the  very  commencement  of  the  letter  shows 
that  tlie  parties  were  entering  into  a  consideration  of  the  state  of 
the  family  with  reference  to  the  devolution  of  the  honours  and 
the  estates  which  were  involved  in  the  discussion.  The  writer 
of  the  letter  says,  "  I  think  it  fair  and  just  to  tell  you  what  I  know 
of  the  circumstances  connected  with  Henry  and  Mrs.  Colebrooke." 
Then  it  was  for  the  Judge  to  determine  whether  the  letter  itself, 
if  there  w^as  no  other  evidence  in  tlie  case,  was  not  sufficient  to 
establish  the  fact  of  there  being  a  lis  mota.  The  learned  Judge 
was    of   that    o])inion,   and    rejected    the    evidence.     I    think    the 

learned  Judge  was  perfectly  justified  in  so  doing.  I  think 
[*650]  *  the    letter    shows,    in   the   strongest    possible  way,   that 

there  was  a  controversy  existing,  and,  therefore,  under 
these  circumstances,  I  think  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
(Jhamber  were  perfectly  correct  in  overruling  the  exceptions ; 
and  I  agree  with  my  noble  and  learned  friends,  tliat  the  judgment 
ought  to  be  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

Jndfpn.cnt  affirmed,  with  costs,  and  cause  remitted. 
Lords  Journals  Ttli  July,  1859. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

"Whero  a  ])erson  claimed  property  in  tlic  pos.scssion  of  liis  maternal 
uncle,  alleging  that  his  chief  object  was  to  establish  liis  legitimacy,, 
;iii(l  his  uncle  re]»lied  that  he  would  defend  any  ])riiceediiigs  that  might 
be  taken,  this  was  held  to  be  a  controversy  as  to  that  ])erson's  legiti- 
macy, although  no  proceedings  were  actually  taken;  Frederick  v. 
Attorneif-Cpurrdl  (1S74),  L.  R.  3  P.  270.  44  L.  J.  .Mat.  1;  and  whert^ 
a  man  left  his  native  ])lace  in  order  to  jjrosecnte  a  claim  to  an  estate 
situated  elsewhere,  statements  made  by  him  on  bis  I'eturn  as  to  wliat 
was  said  to  him  l)y  ]iersons  connected  with  the  family,  while  jnirsuing 
his  iiKjuirics,  were  held  inadmissible.  Lorat  I'vcnKjc  (Jase  (1885),  10 
A|)]).  (Jas.   7().'>,  ^o.  2o,  posf. 

\Vhere  the  (Controversy  has  begun  it  is  immateii  d  lliat  the  declarant 
knew  of  it.  Shrdd,,,  v.  Potrirh  (1S(;0),  2  S.  \'  '!\  170.  30  L.  J.  Mat. 
217,  3  L.  T.  .■')02,  or  that  it  was  begun  with  a  \  iew  t<;  exclude  tlie- 
declaration.      ///. 

The  conMnc^ncenient  of  the  controversy,  and  not  of  the  situation  from 

whicli  it  springs,   isti niinencement   of   the   lix.   Ih.       Ili-ill i/ \.  Fit::- 

.jfrold  (184:5  ),  0  \v.  i:.].  i:.  :;:55,  34«,  Drury  Ir.  Ch.  \X.  122;  overruling 

W'nihrr  v.   r,en„rhaiHi>   (  IS.'M),   0  C.  cSt  V.  552. 
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A  prior  ciiu.so  betwceu  tlie  siunc  parties  is  not  a  f/'s,  unless  the 
very  point  subsequently  in  issue  was  then  in  litigation.  Shcddcn  v. 
Faty'ick,  supra.  An  inquiry  before  the  IMaster  in  Chancer}'  to  i('j)ort 
3is  to  wiio  was  the  heir-at-law  of  a  certain  person,  there  being  no  real 
dispute  as  to  the  (juestion,  was  held  not  to  be  a  lis.  dee  v.  Wm-d 
(1857),  7  El.  &  1)1.  509.  Proceedings  in  a  sheriff  Court  in  .Scotland 
were  held  admissible  as  to  matters  of  pedigree,  the  facts  of  the  pedigree 
not  being  in  dispute,  but  only  incidentall}'  stated  in  the  proceedings. 
L,jeH  V.  Keimedij  (1889),  14  App.  Cas.  437,  59  L.  J.  Q.  15.  2G8,  6U 
L.  T.  77,  38  W.  R.  353. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

Principal  case  cited,  1  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  s.  131.  note  6;  Chamber- 
layne's  Best  on  Evidence,  s.  497  ;  (see  p.  452,  note  c.) 


No.  22.  — THE   LAUDEPtDALE   PEERAGE   CASE. 

(committee  for  pkivileges,  1885.) 

No.  23.  — THE    LOVAT    PEERAGE   CASE. 
(committee  for  pkivileges,  1885.) 

RULE. 

In  systems  of  law,  such  as  the  Scotch,  where  statements 
of  deceased  persons  are  generally  receivable  in  evidence,  it 
is  a  reasonable  and  necessary  condition  of  such  admissi- 
bility that  the  statement  is  made  by  a  person  having  had 
personal  knowledge  or  special  means  of  knowledge,  and  is 
not  made  under  circumstances  which  raise  suspicion  of 
partiality. 

The  Lauderdale  Peerag-e  Case. 

(Committee  for  Privileges. —  10  App.  ('as.  692-762.) 

Evidence. — Lmo  of  Scotland.  —  Dcdaralion  of  Deceased  Person.  —  Le-  [692] 
gitimation   of  (JJiildren  hi/  subsequent  Marriaf/e. — Marriage.  —  Pre- 
sumption  Omnia  Bite  Acta. 

By  the  law  of  Scotland  statements  of  a  fl(!ceascd  person  in  relation  to  facts, 
which  must  presumably  have  been  within  his  personal  knowledge,  and  to  wliich, 
if  alive,  he  conld  have  been  examined  as  a  witness,  may  after  his  death  be  re- 


350  EVIDENCE. 


No.  22.  —  The  Lauderdale  Peerage  Case,  10  App.  Cas.  692,  693. 

ceived  as  secoudary  evidence  through  tlie  medium  (if  writing,  or  tlirough  the 
medium  of  a  living  person  who  heard  tlie  statement. 

So  also  a  statement,  whether  oral  or  written,  is  not  vitiated  if  made  with  a 
purpose,  where  the  object  was  an  obvious  and  legitimate  one,  and  one  support- 
ing and  not  discrediting  the  presumption  of  truth.  But  the  statement  of  a 
deceased  person  is  not  admissible  as  evidence  when  its  terms,  or  the  circum- 
stances in  which  it  was  made,  are  such  as  to  beget  a  reasonable  suspicion  either 
that  the  statement  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  truth  or  that  it  was  a  coloured 
or  one-sided  version  of  the  truth ;  and  this  rule  should  be  applied  with  greater 
strictness  in  criminal  cases. 

A  minute,  of  date  174U,  from  an  original  nnsigned  minute-book,  produced 
from  the  proper  custody  and  kept  in  accordance  with  a  charter  of  a  society,  i.s 
admissible  evidence. 

A  memorandum  in  a  register  of  a  church  by  its  deceased  rector  made  about 
108  years  ago,  though  not  a  contemporaneous  entry  made  in  the  regular  course 
of  the  register,  is  admissible  as  evidence,  and  goes  to  prove  that  the  rector  did 
the  things  stated  in  the  memorandum. 

Where  a  marriage  is  proved  to  have  been  solemnised  de  facto  \V^>  years  ago 
by  people  who  intended  that  it  should  be  a  good  marriage,  and  it  is  done  bona 
fide  and  openly,  the  maxim  omnia  rite  acta  prtcsumuntur  applies. 

The  marriage  of  a  domiciled  Scotchman  legitimates  his  chilih'en  born  ])re- 
vious  to  the  marriage,  and  the  children's  right  to  succeed  to  his  heritable  estate 

is  not  prejudiced  by  the  marriage  taking  place  on  deatli-bed. 
[69o]  A.,  then  ill  of  the  malady  of  which  he  died,  and  two  days  before  his 
death,  was  married  in  1772  in  New  York  to  13.  by  C,  an  ordained  clergy- 
man of  the  Church  of  England,  then  assistant  minister  of  Trinity  Church,  New 
York.  There  was  produced,  inter  alia,  in  support  of  tlie  marriage  from  the 
custody  of  the  family  a  certificate  signed  by  C.  tliat  lie  had  married  A.  and  B. 
according  to  the  rites  of  the  Church  of  England  as  by  law  established,  and  an 
affidavit,  signed  by  the  Mayor  of  New  York,  to  the  effect  tliat  C.  had  made  oath 
of  the  truth  of  the  statements  in  the  certificate;  a  will  of  date  anterior  to  the 
marriage,  by  whicli  A.  left  all  his  pro})erty  to  H.  and  tlie  children  then  born  ; 
copies  of  letters  showing  that  one  of  the  executors  wrote  to  his  co-execut(n'  in 
England,  a  brother  of  A.,  stating  that  he  was  a  witness  to  the  ceremony  of  mar- 
riage; tliiit  ]>.  signed  herself  in  A.'s  surname;  tliat  the  children  were  recognised 
and  taken  care  of  by  members  of  the  family  as  A.'s  children  ;  and  also  AV^ar 
Office  records  showing  that  ]>.  received  a  pension  as  A.'s  widow  :  — 

Held,  that  there  was  ample  proof  of  a  legal  marriage. 

Per  Lord  Blackrurn  :  When  Englisli  settlers  go  out  to  a  colony  and  settle, 
there  they  carry  with  them,  so  far  as  may  be  applicable  to  their  purpose,  all  the 
immunities  and  privileges  of  the  law  of  England  as  the  law  of  England  was  at 
tliat  time. 

Clmrlcs,  twelftli  Earl  of  Lauderdale,  heir  male  of  Charles,  the 
second  surviving  son  of  Cliarles  the  sixth  P^arl,  died  on  the  12th 
of  August,  1884,  witliuut  having  been  married. 
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The  claimant  to  the  peerage  and  rehitive  honours  was  Major 
Frederick  Maitland,  of  tlie  Bengal  Stalf  Corps ;  who  chiinied 
descent  from  Colonel  Kichard  Maitland,  fourth  son  of  Charles, 
sixth  Earl  of  Lauderdale  ;  the  third  surviving  son  of  that  earl, 
namely,  George,  having  died  unmarried. 

The  counter-claimant  was  Sir  James  Gibson  Maitland,  who 
claimed  to  succeed  to  the  titles  in  question  as  heir  male  of  Alex- 
ander the  fifth  son  of  Charles,  sixth  Earl,  on  the  ground  tiiat 
Kichard,  the  fourth  son  of  Charles,  sixth  Earl,  died  without  lawful 
issue. 

*  The  petitions  of  tlie  claimant  and  counter-claimant  U)  [*  694] 
Her  Majesty,  were  referred  to  the  House  of  Lords,  and  by 
the  House  to  the  Lords'  Committee  for  Privileges. 

The  material  questions  were  (1.)  whether  there  was  sufficient 
proof  of  the  lawful  marriage  of  Colonel  TJichard  Maitland  with 
Mary  McAdam,  at  New  York,  on  the  lltli  of  July,  1772;  (2.) 
whether  Colonel  Maitland  at  the  time  of  his  marriage  retained  his 
Scotch  domicil ;  (3.)  whether  the  marriage  having  taken  place  on 
what  was  Colonel  Maitland's  death-bed,  the  children  born  before 
wedlock  had  been  legitimized.  It  was  also  a  question  whether  a 
law  passed  in  1664  and  another  in  1684,  rendered  the  publication 
of  banns  or  licence  an  indispensable  preliminary  to  a  lawful  mar- 
riage in  the  State  of  New  York,  and  that  such  Act  contmued  to  be 
tlie  law  down  to  the  marriage  in  1772. 

The  facts  set  out  in  the  claimant's  petition  were  substantially  as 
follows :  — 

Colonel  Ilichard  ]\Iaitland  was  tlie  fourth  son  of  Charles,  sixth 
Earl  of  Lauderdale,  and  was  born  at  Edinburgh,  on  the  10th  of 
February,  1724,  and  it  was  not  denied  that  his  domicil  of  origin 
was  undoubtedly  Scotch.  In  September,  1743,  Eichard  Maitland 
entered  the  Marines.  On  the  1st  of  August,  1744,  he  obtained  a 
commission  in  the  arniy,  and  in  September,  1754,  he  was  gazetted 
a  captain  in  Colonel  Kennedy's  regiment  (H.  M.'s  43rd  Eegiment 
of  Foot).  In  1757  he  embarked  with  his  regiment  for  Americ?. 
and  there  remained  with  it,  except  when  on  leave  of  absence,  until 
1760.  In  the  month  of  July  in  that  year,  he  was  sent  to  England 
with  despatches,  received  a  commission  as  Deputy  Adjutant-Gen- 
eral to  H.  M.'s  forces  at  Quebec,  and  in  the  same  year  sailed  to 
America  to  take  up  his  appointment. 

In  1762,  he  returned  a  second  time  to  England  with  despatches. 


352  EVIDENCE. 


No.  22.  —  The  Lauderdale  Peerage  Case,  10  App.  Cas.  694,  695. 

and  on  the  30tli  of  May,  1764,  was  appointed  Deputy  Adjutant- 
General  to  the  Forces  in  North  America,  and  he  was  present  at 
New  York  in  that  capacity  on  the  24th  of  September,  1764.  This 
appointment  he  held  up  to  the  day  of  his  death.  On  the  25th  of 
May,  1772,  he  was  appointed  colonel  in  the  army.  He  died  on 
the  13th  of  July,  1772,  at  New  York,  the  head-quarters  of  General 
Gage,  the  Commander-in-Chief  of  His  Majesty's  forces  in  North 
America.  He  remained  a  captain  on  full  pay  in  the  43rd 
[*  695]  *  regiment  until  the  day  of  his  death,  and  in  certain  returns 
taken  of  his  regiment,  his  country  is  marked  "Scotch." 
Colonel  Kichard  Maitland  was  married  in  New  York  on  the  lltli 
of  July,  1772,  to  ]\Iary  McAdam,  by  whom  he  had  then  three 
children,  namely,  Eichard,  Patrick  (sometimes  called  Peter),  and 
Jolm.  At  the  time  of  the  marriage  his  wife  was  enceinte,  and, 
after  his  death,  a  fourth  child,  James,  was  born.  The  ceremony  of 
marriage  w^as  performed  by  the  Eeverend  Jolm  Ogilvie,  D.D.,  one 
of  the  assistant  ministers,  Trinity  Church,  New  York ;  William 
McAdam,  merchant  in  New  York  (who  was  no  relation  to  Mary 
McAdam),  and  Dr.  William  Bruce  of  the  Koyal  regiment  of  Artil- 
lery, were  witnesses  at  the  ceremony.  On  the  13th  of  July,  1772, 
two  days  after  the  marriage,  Colonel  Maitland  died,  leaving  a  will 
dated  the  16th  of  February,  1771,  in  which  he  bequeathed  his 
property  to  his  "  natural  sons,  Richard  and  Peter,  children  of  Mary 
McAdam,  and  to  the  said  Mary  McAdam  and  the  child  with  which 
she  is  now  ])regnant." 

P)y  the  will  he  appointed  five  executors,  including  the  Eev.  Dr. 
John  Ogilvie,  William  McAdam,  and  Dr.  William  Bruce,  whom  he 
described  therein  "  as  his  friends."  The  Eev.  Dr.  John  Ogilvie 
gave  a  certificate  of  the  marriage,  and  after  the  death  of  Colonel 
Maitland  the  Eev.  Dr.  John  Ogilvie  attended  before  Mr.  White- 
head Hicks,  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  on  oath 
deposed  as  to  the  truth  of  the  contents  of  this  certificate,  and  to 
the  fact  tliat  the  signature  was  in  his  handwriting.  The  mayor 
then  gave  a  certificate  under  the  seal  of  llic  mayoralty  of  such 
deposition. 

The  will  of  Cdloiicl  llichaid  ^Taitland  was  ])r()ved  by  the  I'ev. 
Jdliii  Ogilvie,  William  McAdam,  and  William  P>ruce.  The  other 
executors  were  tin;  testator's  brother,  Colonel  the  Hon.  Alexander 
Maitland,  who  then  resided  in  this  country,  and  Major  Thomas 
Moncrieff. 
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The  three  accepting  executors  wrote  to  their  co-executor,  Colonel 
Alexander  Maitland,  a  joint  letter  hum  Xew  York,  dated  the  4th 
of  Auiiust,  1772,  announcini'  the  death  of  his  brother  liichard,  the 
fact  of  his  marriage,  and  of  his  having  left  children,  and  they 
enclosed  a  copy  of  his  will.  A\'illiam  McAdam  at  the  same  time 
wrote  a  separate  letter  to  Colonel  Alexander  Maitland, 
*  in  which  he  mentioned  the  names  of  the  children,  and  [*  696] 
states  that  he  was  a  witness,  with  Dr.  William  Ih'uce,  to 
the  ceremony  of  marriage. 

After  the  death  of  Eichard  Maitland  liis  widow  applied  to  the 
War  Office  for  a  pension,  as  the  widow  of  Colonel  "  Eichard  Mait- 
land, Esquire,  who  died  a  captain  on  full-pay  in  the  43rd  Eegiment 
of  Foot."  The  pension  was  granted  to  her  by  royal  warrant,  and 
was  received  by  her  until  her  own  death  in  1787. 

Before  1786  the  three  accepting  executors  to  the  will  had  died, 
and  in  that  year  an  application  was  made  to  the  legislature  of  the 
State  of  New  York,  by  the  widows  of  the  executors,  for  a  pri- 
vate Act  to  vest  the  estate  of  Eichard  Maitland  in  trustees  for  the 
realisation  of  his  remaining  estate,  and  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts.  In  the  petition  presented  for  this  purpose  they  set  out  the 
will,  and  also  the  facts,  inter  alia,  of  the  marriage  of  Eichard 
Maitland ;  of  his  having  left  a  widow ;  the  fact  of  his  having  had 
a  third  son,  namely,  John,  after  the  date  of  the  will,  and  a  fourth 
son,  James,  after  the  date  of  the  marriage. 

The  eldest  son  of  Colonel  Eichard  Maitland  was  born  in  1767, 
and  died  without  issue  on  the  17th  of  March,  1802.  The  second 
son,  Patrick  (commonly  called  Peter),  was  born  in  or  about  1769, 
and  from  him  the  claimant.  Major  Frederick  Henry  Maitland,  is 
descended.  The  third  son  was  born  about  October,  1771,  and  died 
without  issue  in  1836.  James,  the  fourth  son,  was  born  in  1772, 
and  was  killed  at  the  siege  of  Bhurtpore  on  the  9tli  of  January, 
1805,  unmarried. 

Patrick  (or  Peter)  became  a  member  of  the  banking  firm  of 
Palmer  &  Co.,  Calcutta,  and  married  there  on  the  2Sth  of  February, 
1807 ;  died  on  the  29th  of  January,  1821,  leaving  issue  Frederick 
Colthurst,  born  on  the  1st  of  January,  1808;  Elizabeth,  born  in 
1808;  and  Patrick  John,  born  in  1816.  The  eldest  son  married 
on  the  29th  of  August,  1837,  and  had  three  children,  Ellen,  Fred- 
erick Henry,  born  on  the  16th  of  December,  1840,  the  claimant, 
and  George  Thomas,  born  in  1841. 
VOL.  xr.  —  23 
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The  sittings  of  the  Committee  for  Privileges  commenced  on  the 

10th  of  June,  18(S5,  and  were  continued  on  subsequent  dates;  the 

Law  Peers  present  during  the  sittings  being  tlie  Earl  of 

[*  G97]  *  Selborne,  L.C.,  and  Lords  Blackburn,  Watson,  liramwell, 

and  FitzGerald. 

Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  G.,  Shiress  Will,  Q.  C,  Graham  jNIurray,  and 
Orlando  Bridgman,  appeared  as  counsel  for  the  claimant,  Major 
Frederick  Henry  Maitland. 

The  Solicitor-General  for  Scotland  (Asher,  Q.  C.),  Davey,  Q.  C, 
Jeune,  and  W.  H.  Monckton,  were  for  the  counter-claimant,  Sir 
James  Eamsay  Gibson  Maitland,  Baronet, 

Sir  Henry  James,  A.  G.,  and  the  Lord  Advocate  (Balfour,  Q.  C.), 
with  them  Crawford,  represented  the  Crown  up  to  the  24th  of 
June,  after  which  date  Sir  Richard  Webster,  A.  G.,  The  Lord 
Advocate,  (MacDonald,  Q.  C.,)  and  Mure,  were  for  tlie  Crown. 

June  10,  11,  12,  13.  Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  G.,  opened  the  case  for 
the  claimant,  and  stated  the  facts  above  given. 

In  the  course  of  the  evidence  a  witness  stated  he  had  examined 
the  register  book  of  Trinity  Church,  New  York,  and  had  found 
therein   the  following :  — 

Trinity  Church,  in  the  City  and  Count}^  of  New  York. 
Page  1.  Volume  1,  Marriages. 

MARRIA(iES. 

1764 
Marcli     7  }  Frederick  Maleo  &  Eliz"'  Kelly 
"    12)  Robert  Munro  &  Marmiret  Howard 


The  preceding  Register  of  Marriages  connneiicing  Nov.  30"^  1746 
and  ending  March  12">  1764  was  kept  by  M''  Hildreth  tlie  late  l*arish 
Clerk  and  probably  contains  only  the  names  of  such  j)ersons  as  were  mar- 
ried by  the  Rev"'  I)""  Henry  Barclay  formerly  Rector  of  Trinity  Church. 

Jy^  l^arclay  died  in  August  1764  and  the  Register  was  discontinued 
from  (hat  time  till  the  death  of  his  immediate  Successor  the  Rev"^  lY 
Samuel  Auchmnty  who  died  in  March  1777.  To  fill  uj)  this  interval 
in  the  best  mann(;r  I  could  I  have  here  transcribed  the  names  of  those 
j)ersons  who   were  married   by   ])''   Auclnnuty. 

Those  names  are  taken  from  a  jjrivate  Register  of  the  Doctor  writ- 
ten with  his  own  hand  and  seems  to  contain  the  names  of  all  the  per- 
sons he  married  from  his  first  settlement  in  this  Parish  to  the  time  of  his 
death.      After  these  I  shall   insert  the  names  of  such   ))ersons  as  I  mar- 
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ried  wliiLst  I  was  assistant  viz*  from  December  1765  to  March  20"*  1777 
when  I  was  chosen  Hector. 

/  icouhl  hare   iiddcd  tJie  names  of  jjersons  married  Inj  the 
Rev'^  jy  John  Oyilrir.   *  trhllst  he  wan  Asslsfant  from  1764  to  [*  698] 
iVb*;'"  26'*  1774  /rheu  he  died  hut  I  could  not  procure  the  Reg- 
ister of  them  if  he  kept  any. 

(1)  ])■■  Auchmuty's  Register  of  Marriages 

1748  Jafiry  27  George  Ewing  &  Elinor  Foot 

June  10  Samuel  Kobersou  &  Elizabetli  Even 

Transcribed  b}'^  me 

Chaklks  Inglis 
Kector 

The  witness  also  stated,  that  he  had  found  no  entries  of  mar- 
riages performed  by  Dr.  Ogilvie. 

The  Solicitor-General  for  Scotland  (Asher,  Q.  C),  objected  to 
this  memorandum  being  received,  as  it  was  not  an  extract  of  any- 
thing which  a  marriage  record  would  naturally  contain.  It  was 
an  attempt  to  show  an  exceptional  practice  on  the  part  of  Dr. 
Ogilvie  not  to  register  his  marriages.  It  appeared  to  be  an  co: 
post  facto  memorandum,  put  into  the  register  by  a  person  who 
it  was  not  proved  knew  anything  about  them,  and  therefore  not 
entitled  to  credence. 

Eakl  of  Selborxe,  L.  C.  :  — 

I  cannot  doubt  that  this  document  ought  to  be  received,  valeat 
quantum.  The  question  is,  whether  a  particular  marriage  took 
place  at  a  certain  time  at  Trinity  Church,  New  York.  Evidence 
is  given  of  a  search  for  a  register  which  seems  to  have  been  kept 
at  that  church,  and  primd  facie,  if  regularly  kept,  ought  to  have 
contained  the  record  of  a  marriage,  if  there  solemnised.  It  is 
found,  as  proved  by  the  witness,  that  in  that  register  there  is  no 
record  of  that  marriage,  but  the  witness  also  proves  what  the 
register  does  contain ;  and  it  contains  this  note  purporting  to  be 
under  the  hand  of  a  deceased  person,  formerly  the  rector  of  the 
church,  in  which  he  states,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  he  had  with 
his  own  hand  made  certain  entries  now  a])pearing  upon  the  face 
of  the  register,  and  covering,  as  far  as  they  go,  the  period  of  time 
within  which  this  marriage  should  have  taken  place  ;  but  that 
these  entries  made  by  himself  are  not  contemporaneous  entries 
made  in  the  regular  course  of  the  register.  And  then  he  goes  on 
to  say  that  he  has  endeavoured  to  procure  another  private  register, 
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similar  to  that  from  which  he  says  lie  mad^  those  entries 
[*  699]  as  *  to  Dr.  Auchmuty's  marriages.  He  has  endeavoured 
to  procure  a  private  register,  if  any  was  kept,  hy  another 
clergyman,  whom  he  represents  as  having  been  assistant  during 
a  certain  period  of  time,  but  that  he  was  not  able  to  find  any. 
The  law  of  Scotland,  which  makes  these  statements  of  deceased 
persons,  as  to  matters  which  they  would  have  been  competent  to 
prove,  if  Yn'ing,  prima  facie  evidence,  makes  this,  I  think,  jjrimd 
facie  evidence  that  he  did  make  these  entries  now  appearing  upon 
the  face  of  the  register,  which  he  says  he  made,  taking  them  from 
a  document  which  he  at  least  supposed  to  be  a  private  register  of 
Dr.  Auchmuty  ;  and  that  he  endeavoured  to  procure,  and  had  been 
unable  to  procure,  a  similar  private  register,  if  there  ever  was  any 
such,  of  marriages,  if  any,  which  were  performed  by  Dr.  Ogilvie, 
Of  course  it  does  not  prove  that  Dr.  Ogilvie  did  perform  any  mar- 
riages, or  what  marriages  they  were.  Possibly  it  may  not  be 
enough  even  to  prove  that  he  was  an  assistant  during  a  certain 
period  of  time  ;  but  it  does  prove  that  the  entries  now  in  the 
register  were  made  by  this  gentleman  from  the  source  he  de- 
scribes, and  that  he  endeavoured  to  procure  a  register  of  other 
marriages  not  kept  by  him,  and  did  not  procure  it;  and  it  being 
legitimate  to  show  what  does  and  what  does  not  appear  by  the 
register,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  impossible  to  reject  that  part  of  the 
evidence. 

Lords  Blackburn  and  Watson  concurred. 

TJie  document  ivas  received. 

In  the  course  of  the  evidence  as  to  who  the  Eev.  Dr.  John  Ogilvie 
was,  a  witness  produced  an  original  minute-book  of  the  Society 
for  the  Propagation  of  the  Gospel  in  Foreign  Parts,  containing  an 
unsigned  minute  dated  the  17th  of  March,  1749.  The  witness 
also  stated  that  the  society  was  incorporated  under  royal  charter, 
which  could  be  produced,^  and  that  one  of  the  objects  of  the 
society  was  to  send  missionaries  to  foreign  })arts ;  and  tliat  no 
minutes  were  read  or  confirmed  in  those  days  —  they  sim]>ly  ])ut 

"  adjourned." 
[*  700]        *'J'he    Solicitor-General    for    Scc^tland    (Asher,    Q.    C.). 

objected  to  the  minute-book  being  received,  on  tin;  ground 

'  The  ch.'irter  of  the  .suciety  was  prodiicod  an<l  liandod  in  at  a  hitor  stage  in  the 
proceedingH. 
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that  it  was   nut,  aeeordiiiLi;  t<»  the   Scotcli  system,  competent  evi- 
dence of  what  is  recorded  in   it. 

[Eakl  of  Sklborne,  L.  C.  :  —  It  appears  to  stand  thus:  A  cor- 
poration, constituted  by  charter  for  certain  purposes,  is  appointed 
to  meet  on  stated  days  by  its  charter.  This  book  purports  to  con- 
tain original  entries  (the  book  being  produced  from  the  proper 
custody)  of  all  the  business  done  at  the  meetings  held  by  the 
society  upon  the  days  appointed  by  the  charter,  and  it  is  pro- 
posed in  that  way  to  prove  that  upon  one  of  tliose  days  certain 
business  was  done.] 

A  minute-book,  however  regularly  kept,  is  not  recognised  in  our 
law  as  evidence  of  facts  therein  stated. 

Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  G.,  mentioned  Dickson  on  Evidence, 
sect.  1170. 

Earl  of  Selborne,  L.  C.  :  — 

I  must  advise  your  Lordships  to  receive  this  evidence.  It 
relates  to  matters  of  great  antiquity,  wliicli  there  must  be  some 
means  of  proving  in  point  of  law,  if  they  are  for  any  purpose 
material  in  any  inquiry,  and  I  cannot  conceive  any  better  means 
or  any  means  so  good  of  proving  them  as  by  the  contemporaneous 
records  of  the  public  body  by  wliicli  the  act  purports  to  have  been 
done.  Here  we  are  dealing  with  the  books  of  a  corporation  incor- 
porated for  purposes,  to  a  certain  extent,  and  in  a  certain  sense, 
of  a  ])ublic  character,  under  a  royal  charter.  The  question  is 
whether  that  corporation  did  a  certain  act  upon  a  certain  day  in 
a  certain  year.  What  possible  way  of  proving  that  can  there  be, 
after  the  lapse  of  more  than  a  century  and  a  lialf,  better  than  or 
as  good  as  the  production  of  the  books  of  the  corporation,  which 
by  its  charter  was  obliged  to  hold  general  meetings  on  certain 
periodical  days,  and  wdiich  by  this  book  appears  to  have  held  such 
meetings,  and  to  have  done  such  acts  ?  It  is  for  the  purpose,  and, 
as  I  understand,  only  for  the  purpo.se,  of  showing  an  act  of 
that  corporation,  at  one  of  its  stated  regular  meetings,  *as  [*  701] 
entered  in  its  own  books,  that  this  evidence  is  offered; 
and  for   that  purpose,   I   think  it   admissible. 

Lord  Bl.vckbirx  :  — 

I  also  concur  that,  for  that  purpose,  it  is  admissible.  What  the 
entry,  when  we  read  it  and  know  what  it  is,  amounts  to  I  do  not 
know  as  yet ;  but  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  Missionary 
Society  did  agree  to  that  which  it  purports  to  liave  agreed  to  in 
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that  minute,  I  think  it  is  admissible  evidence ;  indeed,  the  only- 
evidence  which  could  be  produced. 

Lord  Watson  :  — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  TJic  evidence  was  received. 

The  minute  was  read,  and  went  to  show  with  other  entries  that 
John  Ogilvie  was  ordained  and  appointed  missionary  to  go  to 
America. 

A  copy  of  a  minute  of  a  meeting  of  Trinity  Parish,  New  York, 
dated  the  24th  of  September,  1764,  appointing  Ilev.  John  Ogilvie 
to  be  called  as  an  assistant  minister  to  the  rector  of  the  church 
was  tendered  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Nash,  of  the  New  York  Bar,  was  examined,  and  stated  that 
he  was  warden  of  the  parish  and  clerk  of  the  vestry ;  that  Trinity 
Parish  was  incorporated  by  royal  charter  before  the  Revolution, 
and  after  the  Revolution  its  corporate  jiowers  were  confirmed  by 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  New  York. 

Certain  original  letters  bearing  the  signature  of  John  Ogilvie 
to  the  society,  and  now  in  its  custody,  were  also  tendered  and 
received.  They  went  to  prove  the  identity  and  the  handwriting  of 
the  John  Ogilvie  who  was  sc-nt  as  a  missionary;  and  the  internal 
evidence  showed  that  they  were  written  by  the  same  person  who 
had  been  ordained  in  1749,  and  who  had  been  appointed  assistant 
minister. 

The  marriage  certificate  vi^as  then  produced,  and  was  as  follows : 

*'  This  is  to  certify,  to  all  wlinni  it  may  concern,  tliat  on  tlic  eleventli 
day  of  July,    in  the  3'ear    of  our  Lord  one    thousand    seven    hundred 

and  seventy-two,  in  the  city  of  New  York  in  America;  the 
[*702]  Honorable  Col lonel  Richard  Maitland,   *  and  i\rary  McAdam, 

were  joined  together  in  the  holy  Rands  of  matrimony,  according 
to  the  Rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church  of  Eiighuul,  as  by  law  estab- 
lished, by  ni(^  dohii  Ogilvie." 

They  also  jiroduced,  attached  to  it,  the  original  certificate  under 
the  hand  of  Mr.  Whitehead  Hicks,  mayor  of  New  York,  which  was 
as  bdlows :  — 


<' City  of  New)  T.  Whiteh(>ad    Hicks    Ks(|uire   Mayor  of    the 

York,  S    "■  ■  said   city   do  by  these  ]tresents  certify  decljvre 

and  make  known,  to  all  to  whom  the  same  shall  come,  or  inay  in  any 
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wise  concern;  tliat  on  the  day  of  tlie  date  liereof,  personally  came  and 
appeared  before  nie  the  Reverend  John  Ogilvie  Doctor  of  Divinity  in 
the  said  City  of  New  York  in  North  America,  and  being  by  nie  duly 
sworn  on  the  Holy  Evangelists  of  Almighty  God,  on  liis  oath  did 
declare,  that  the  contents  of  the  certificate  hereunto  annexe*!,  certifying 
tile  marriage  of  the  Honorable  Colonel  Kichanl  Maitland  to  Mary 
McAdam,  and  bearing  date  the  eleventh  da_y  of  July  one  thousand 
seven  hundred  and  seventy-two  is  true;  and  that  the  said  certificate 
was  signed  with  the  projter  handwriting  of  him  the  deponent.  And  1 
the  said  IVfa^yor  do  further  certify,,  that  the  said  John  Ogilvie  is  one  of 
the  assistant  ministers  to  the  Reverend  Samuel  Auchmuty  Kector  of 
Trinity  Church  in  the  said  City  of  New  York. 

*'In  testimony  whereof  I  the  said  Mayor  hereunto  subscribed  my 
name  and  caused  my  seal  of  office  of  mayoralty  of  the  said  City  of  New 
York,  to  be  affixed  the  sixth  day  of  January  in  the  thirteenth  year  of 
his  Majesty's  reign  A.r).,  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  seventy-three. 

"Whitehead  Hicks. 

<'By  order  of  the  Mayor,  Augt.  Y.  Cortlandt.  T.  Ck." 

A  witness  lu^xt  produced  an  official  certified  copy  of  the  original 
record  in  the  office  of  the  Secretary  of  State  of  New  York,  at 
Albany,  of  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Whitehead  Hicks  as  mayor  of 
New  York.  The  certificate  of  marriage  and  the  certificate  of  the 
mayor  annexed  were  proved  to  have  come  from  the  custody  of  Mr. 
Murray,  the  solicitor  to  the  late  General  Frederick  INIaitland,  the 
father  of  the  claimant,  and  a  witness  who  had  examined  Dr.  John 
Ogilvie's  signature  to  undoubted  letters  of  his,  stated  his  belief 
that  the  signature  to  the  certificate  of  marriage  was  in  the  same 
handwriting. 

The  Solicitor-General  for  Scotland  (Aslier,  Q.  C),  and  Davey, 
Q.  C,  objected  to  the  certificate  as  being  inadmissible  as  evidence 
by  the  law  of  Scotland  ;  for,  admitting  that  the  handwriting  of  Dr. 
Ogilvie  was  proved,  and  that  the  mayor's  signature  was  proved, 
yet  as  a  piece  of  evidence  to  prove  that  the  ceremony  of  marriage 
was  performed  it  ought  to  be  rejected.  The  law  of  Scot- 
land, while  *  extending  the  admissibility  of  hearsay  so  as  [*  703] 
to  include  a  statement  made  l)y  a  deceased  person,  which, 
if  made  by  him  in  the  witness-box  when  alive,  would  have  been 
evidence,  may  be  repeated  liy  the  person  to  whom  it  is  made,  but 
does  not  extend  to  the  admissibility  of  a  document  or  affidavit 
(and  "  certificate "  belongs  to  the  same  category)  by  a  decea.-ed 
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person :  and  the  principle  of  the  restriction  of  the  exception  was, 
that  the  witness  to  whom  the  statement  was  made  could  be  cross- 
examined,  and  tlie  Court  would  then  be  able  to  judge  whether  it 
was  voluntary  and  spontaneous,  or  whether  it  was  c:  jjarte  and  for 
a  purpose. 

In  Magistrates  of  Ahcrdccn  v.  Georcjc  and  Alexander  More,  June 
17,  1813,  Hume's  Dec.  502,  the  Court  rejected  the  same  deposition 
of  a  deceased  person,  though  tendered  by  the  party  in  opposition 
to  whose  interests  it  had  been  voluntarily  made  on  oath  ;  and  in 
the  case  of  Madeline  Smith,  1857,  2  Irvine's  Justiciary  Reports, 
at  p.  653,  a  diary  containing  entries  made  simply  for  the  purpose 
of  an  accurate  record  by  a  deceased  person  was  held  to  be  inadmis- 
sible. Nothing  could  more  sharply  test  the  certainty  of  the  rule 
with  regard  to  a  written  statement  or  verl)al  statement  than  this 
case,  because  there  there  was  no  suggestion  that  these  documents 
had  been  kept  in  the  murdered  man's  depositories  for  any  other  pur- 
pose than  that  of  accurately  recording  what  was  put  down  there. 

[P]arl  of  Selbokne,  L.  C.  :  We  must  be  very  cautious  how  we 
regard  a  criminal  inquiry  of  that  sort,  where  very  peculiar  relations 
had  existed  between  the  parties,  even  if  there  were  no  nmrder,  as 
laying  down  a  rule  which  is  necessary  to  be  applied  in  all  similar 
cases.  It  was  a  question  of  life  and  death.  There  had  been  rela- 
tions of  a  very  special  kind  between  these  parties,  and  it  was  pro- 
posed to  make  the  private  uncommunicated  entries  of  the  man  in 
his  diary  such  evidence  of  the  facts  contained  in  them,  as  to  found 
upon  them  an  inference  that  at  a  certain  time  and  place  he  was 
murdered  by  the  woman.] 

Tlie  reason  it  was  rejected  was,  that  there  was  an  absence  of  that 
wliich  the  law  of  Scotland  re(]uires  as  the  condition  of  its  accept- 
ance, namely,  that  hearsay  shall  Ix;  given  through  the 
[*  704]  mouth  of  *  living  witnesses  :  sea  3Ie Donald  \.  Union  Bank, 
Marcli  29, 1861,  2  Court  Sess.  Cas.  3rd  Series,  963,  at  p.  971 ; 
77ie.  Dijsart  Case,  6  App.  Cas.  489  ;  Stirlin.;/  J'eeraf/e  Case,  Swinton's 
Stirling  Crim.  Trial,  177  ;  Creditors  of  Clcland,  Mor.  12634;  G-or- 
don  V.  Crant,  13  Court  Sess.  Cas.  2nd  Series,  1  ;  Geils  v.  Geils,  1855, 
17  Court  Sess.  Cas.  2nd  Series,  397. 

[!•'. \i;l  i>i'  Si;m!()i;nk,  L.  C.  :  Su)i])Ose  tliis  wei-e  an  English  case, 
would  or  would  not  the  recognition  of  this  document  by  the 
fdain)nnt's  fatlicr  Ix;  admissible  as  evidence  in  tlie  nature  of  a 
family  di'ilaiatimi  ;'     Sup])0S(3  that  Sir  James  IMailland  were  now 
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claiming  as  next  of  kin  (assuming  that  lie  was  so)  to  the  father 
of  the  present  claimant,  and  that  he  died  witliout  issue,  would 
tins  document,  coming  from  the  late  Mr.  Maitland's  possession, 
have  been  evidence  in  support  of  his  claim,  upon  ilie  ])rinciple 
upon  which  family  pedigrees  are  admitted  coming  out  of  the 
proper  custody  ?  ] 

It  may  be  that  in  pedigree  cases  statements  by  members  of  tlie 
family  are  for  certain  purposes  evidence,  and  undoubtedly  inscrip- 
tions on  tombstones,  and  family  trees  —  pedigrees  in  that  sense  — 
which  are  preserved  in  the  family  seat  as  authentic,  liave  also 
been  admitted  in  evidence.  But  there  is  no  case  in  which  a  docu- 
ment purporting  to  be  a  statement  by  some  person  who  is  not  a 
member  of  the  family  is  evidence,  merely  because  it  comes  out  of 
the  custody  of  a  member  of  the  family. 

The  Lord  Advocate  (Balfour,  Q.  C),  on  the  part  of  the  Crown : 
Applying  the  principle  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  this  certificate 
ought  to  be  admitted  for  what  it  is  vvortli.     Marriage  according  to 
the  law   of   Scotland  is  a  consensual  contract,  and  prmm  facie  it 
can  be  proved  by  parol.     Therefore,  if  the  question  had  been  one 
of  proving  the  marriage  by  the  testimony  of  the  clergyman  Dr. 
Osilvie,  there  would  liave  been  no  doubt  that  his  evidence  would 
have  been  admissible  to  that  effect.     Then  it  would  seem  to  follow, 
applying  the  settled  principles  of  hearsay,  and  taking  the  next 
best  evidence  available,  that  if  Dr.   Ogilvie  had  said  to  any  one, 
under  circumstances  not  leading  to  any  suspicion,  that   he  had 
married  these  persons,  that  would  have  been  evidence  not 
*  objectionable  upon  any  ground.     [He  commented  on  the  [*  705] 
cases  cited  by    the  Solicitor-General,  and   cited  Madeline 
Smitlis  Case  referred  to  infra. '\ 

Lord  Watson  :  —  [706] 

The  documents  tendered  consist  of  a  certificate  and 
relative  affidavit  by  a  gentleman  who  died  111  years  ago.  In 
these  circumstances  it  is  obvious  that  we  could  not  have  direct 
oral  testimony  to  any  statement  made  verbally  by  the  deceased, 
and  we  have  now  to  consider  whether  a  statement  in  writing  under 
his  hand  is  admissible  as  hearsay,  or  in  other  words  as  .secondary 
evidence. 

I  cannot  for  a  moment  doubt  that  by  the  law  of  Scotland  the 
statement  of  a  deceased  person  in  relation  to  facts  which  must 
presumably    have    been    within  his    personal    knowledge,   and    to 
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which  he  could  have  spoken  as  a  witness,  may  after  liis  death  be 
received  as  secondary  evidence  through  the  medium  of  writing  as 
well  as  through  the  medium  of  a  living  witness  who  heard  an  oral 
statement  made  by  him.  In  some  cases  his  written  statement  may 
be  evidence  of  a  much  higher  and  more  important  character  than 
a  statement  made  by  him  verbally.  That  will  depend  upon  cir- 
cumstances. Pint  at  present  your  Lordships  are  not  considering 
the  weight  of  the  evidence  tendered;  you  have  only  to  consider 
whether  it  ought  to  be  admitted. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  general  rule  is  in  favour  of  the  ad- 
mission of  the  documents  now  tendered  ;  and  that  it  lies  upon  those 
who  object  to  their  being  received  to  show  that  they  fall  within 
those   exceptions    to  the   rule   of   hearsay,  which  are  established 

in  the  law  of  Scotland.  It  was  said  in  argument  at  the 
[*  707j  *  bar  that  a  statement,  whether  written  or  oral,  in  order  to 

its  being  receivable  as  evidence  after  the  death  of  the  per- 
son who  made  it,  must  have  been  made  without  a  purpose.  I  can- 
not conceive  a  more  startling  proposition.  A  statement  made 
without  any  intent  or  purpose  would  be  utterly  useless  as  evi- 
dence if  received.  What  I  apprehend  to  be  tlie  law  is  this,  that 
the  statement  of  a  deceased  person,  wliether  oral  or  written,  is  not 
admissible  as  evidence,  when  its  own  terms,  or  the  circumstances  in 
whicli  it  was  made,  are  such  as  to  beget  a  reasonable  suspicion, 
either  that  the  statement  was  not  in  accordance  witli  the  truth,  or 
that  it  was  a  coloured  or  one-sided  version  of  the  truth. 

All  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  by  the  learned  Solicitor- 
General  for  Scotland  appear  to  me  to  furnish  illustrations  of  that 
principle.  In  the  Ma  (list  rates  of  Aberdeen,  June  17,  1813,  Hume's 
Dec.  502,  and  in  McDonald  v.  Union  Banl;  March  29,  1864,  2 
Court  Sess.  Cas.  3rd  Series,  963,  at  p.  971,  writing  of  the  deceased' 
was  rejected,  on  the  ground  that  the  written  statement  was  made 
with  a  view  to  a  lis  whicli  was  virtually  pending,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  furthering  tlic;  interest  of  one  of  the  ])arties  engaged  in  that 
lis,  without  the  contradictor  having  an  ()]tj)()i1unity  of  cross-exami- 
nation. The  law  assumes  that  a  person  who,  in  tliese  circum- 
stances, makes  an  ex  parte  statement  to  one  of  the  litigants,  may 
and  probnbly  will  so  shape  liis  statement  that  it  will  unduly  favour 
the  cause  in  the  ])romotion  of  which  it  is  intended  to  ])e  used.  The 
only  difference  l)etween  the  two  cases  which  I  have  mentioned  was 
this,  that,  in  the  Magistrates  of  Aberdeen,  there  was  superadded  to 
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the  statement  tlie  attirinatiou  of  an  oath.  But  it  is  (juite  obvious 
that  an  oath  made  to  a  statement  in  itself  objectionable  could  l»y 
no  possibility  cure  the  objection.  Two  other  cases  were  cited, 
namely,  Gordon  v.  Grant,  13  Court  Sess.  Cas.  2nd  Series,  1,  and 
Geils  V.  Gcils,  1855,  17  Court  Sess.  Cas.  2nd  Series,  397,  which 
illustrate  the  same  principle.  In  Gordo.i  v.  Grant  the  writings 
were  not  precognitions,  that  is  to  say,  statements  by  a  witness 
intended  to  be  called  at  the  trial ;  they  were  depositions  in  causa, 
by  witnesses  adduced  on  behalf  of  one  of  the  parties  to  a  suit.  But 
the  person  against  whom  they  were  proposed  to  be  used  was  no 
party  to  the  proceeding  in  which  the  depositions  were  admitted ; 
and,  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  evidence  taken  upon 
oath  by  a  competent  *  Court,  in  one  suit,  cannot  be  used,  [*  708] 
in  another  suit,  against  a  party  whose  interest  was  not 
represented,  and  who  had  therefore  no  means  of  testing  by  cross- 
examination  the  accuracy  of  the  depositions.  On  the  other  hand, 
in  Geils  v.  Gcils,  17  Court  Sess.  Cas.  2nd  Series,  p.  237,  proceedings 
in  an  English  matrimonial  suit  were  admitted  as  evidence  in  a 
Scotch  action  of  divorce,  the  parties  being  the  same.  I  venture  to 
think  that  the  principle  which  rejects  the  precognition  is  precisely 
the  same  as  that  which  has  led  the  Court  to  reject  statements  in 
an  action  inter  alios,  which  have  been  elicited  from  a  witness  In- 
counsel  and  attested  by  an  oath.  It  is  ])ecause  the  law  suspects 
that  the  witness  may  be  induced  to  state  the  facts  within  his 
knowledge  in  the  way  most  favourable  to  the  interest  of  the  per- 
sons who  call  him,  and  in  the  way  most  unfavourable  to  the  person 
against  whom  his  deposition  is  sought  to  be  adduced. 

Then  there  was  a  case  in  the  Criminal  Court  in  which  a  question 
of  this  kind  was  decided  by  two  Judges  against  one,  namely,  the 
case  of  Madeline  Smith,  1857,  2  Irvine's  Justiciary  Eeports,  653. 
That  case  appears  to  me  to  have  been  decided  consistently  with 
principle  and  consistently  with  the  decisions  to  which  I  have  re- 
ferred. The  Lord  Justice  Clerk  said,  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  the  time  at  which  the  jottings  tendered  were  entered  by  the 
deceased  in  his  note-book,  and  no  evidence  as  to  the  motives  which 
led  him  to  put  them  there.  "What  the  learned  Judge  meant  by 
these  expressions  was  simply  this,  that  having  regard  to  the  rela- 
tion in  which  the  deceased  stood  to  the  accused,  it  was  impossible 
to  negative  the  suggestion  that  the  motive  which  impelled  him  to 
make  these  entries  might    be  a  one-sided    motive,  unfair   to   the 
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accused,  leading  him  to  enter  in  his  book  a  statement  which  was 
either  untrue  or  wilfully  coloured,  against  the  interest  of  the 
accused;  and  in  these  circumstances,  more  especially  in  a  criminal 
case,  I  think  it  was  the  duty  of  a  Judge  who  entertained  that  view 
to  reject  the  evidence. 

But  the  real  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  certificate  of 
Dr.  Ogilvie  is  open  to  any  reasonable  suspicion.  I  listened,  but 
I  listened  in  vain,  for  some  suggestion  on  the  part  of  the  able  coun- 
sel who  stated  the  objection  to  this  evidence  to  the  effect 
[*  709]  *that  there  w^ere  circumstances  disclosed  here,  or  some- 
thing in  the  context  of  these  documents,  to  raise  an  infer- 
ence that  the  reverend  doctor  had  not  stated  that  which  was 
exactly  true,  or  was  probably  under  some  inducement  to  colour  the 
truth  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  the  person  in  whose  favour  he  issued 
the  certificate.  I  have  been  una'ble  to  find  either  in  the  documents 
themselves,  or  in  the  aspect  of  this  case,  anything  calculated  to 
sussest  that  the  reverend  lientleman,  in  urantinij-  the  certificate, 
and  making  affidavit,  was  under  any  constraint  or  inducement 
which  might  presumably  lead  him  to  qualify  or  suppress  the  truth 
with  regard  to  facts  which  must  have  been  personally  known  to 
him. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  both  these  documents  are  admis- 
sible. The  learned  Solicitor-General  for  Scotland  founded  an 
argument  upon  the  affidavit  to  the  effect  that  assuming  the  certitiT 
cate  to  be  in  itself  a  document  receivable,  it  was  vitiated  by  the 
addition  of  an  affidavit.  It  was  decided  in  the  case  of  tlie  M(ff/is- 
tratcs  of  Aberdeen  that  the  addition  of  an  oath  to  that  which  is  not 
evidence  will  not  make  it  any  better.  Ihit  that  surely  is  no 
authority  for  the  ])roposition  that  where  a  document  is  receivable 
as  evidence  an  affidavit  will  make  it  worse.  T  cannot  conceive  upon 
what  principle  sucli  a  contention  could  be  sustained  by  your  Lord- 
ships. The  affidavit  evidently  refers  to  the  certificate,  and  it  is 
receivable  as  identifying  that  document. 

T  do  not  at  present  tliink  it  necessary  to  enter  into  any  question 
as  to  tlic  value  of  the  alliimance  of  the  truth  of  the  certificate 
whicli  is  recorded  ])y  the  mayoi-.  Th(!  affidavit  appears  to  nie  to 
be  admissible  upon  various  grounds,  ;ind  it  does  not  occur  to  me 
tliat  it  wouhl  be  ('\])('(li('n!  to  iMilcr  at  tliis  stage  of  the  case  upon  a 
<liscTission  as  to  tlie  particnhii-  purposes  for  wliicli  it  may  lie  used 
by  the  party  producing  it. 
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E.VKL  OF  Selborne,  L.  (\  :  — 

T  ngree  generally  in  the  opinion  which  has  just  been  expres.sed, 
and  1  do  not  propose  to  add  niucli  to  what  has  been  said.  If  one 
is  to  look  at  this  question  uj)on  principle,  I  must  say  it  is  to  me 
inconceivable,  from  that  point  of  view,  that  the  law  of  Scotland 
sliould  be  in  such  a  state  as  this,  that  hearsay  evidence 
should  be  *  receivable,  but  under  conditions  and  limitations  [*  710] 
which  make  it  unavailable  in  exactly  those  cases  in  which 
tlie  ground  for  receiving  it  seems  strongest  and  most  reasonable  ;  I 
mean  the  cases  which  are  so  remote  in  point  of  time  that  primary 
evidence  is  absolutely  impossible.  Of  course,  it  might  have  been 
proved  by  authority  that  the  law  of  Scotland  was  in  a  state  which, 
to  minds  unaccustomed  to  it,  might  seem  unreasonable,  departing, 
where  there  was  least  necessity,  from  the  general  principle  against 
the  admission  of  hearsay  evidence,  and  refusing  any  longer  to 
depart  from  it,  where  the  reasons  for  doing  so  were  the  strongest 
and  the  best.  1  am  glad  to  find  that  such  a  state  of  the  law  of 
Scotland  has  not  been  shown  to  exist. 

Well,  then,  the  general  principle  being  that  the  declarations  of  a 
dead  man  as  to  matters  within  liis  knowledge  are  admissible  unless 
there  be  reason  to  the  contrary,  I  venture  to  think,  as  the  noble 
Lord  opposite  (Lord  W.\tso\)  has  said,  that  a  form  of  declaration 
which  makes  you  sure  that  you  have  exactly  what  the  man  did  say 
is  preferable,  if  anything,  to  one  where  there  may  be  room  for  doubt, 
depending  upon  the  evidence  of  persons  to  whom  the  thing  was 
.said.  There  are  exceptions,  undoubtedly.  The  exceptions  have 
been  referred  to,  and  I  shall  not  go  over  them  again ;  but  I  collect 
them  to  amount  to  no  more  than  this,  that  the  general  rule  being 
in  favour  of  the  reception  of  evidence  of  the  declarations  of 
deceased  persons  on  points  as  to  which  they  wTnild  have  been  com- 
petent witnesses,  and  as  to  which  tliey  would  have  had  personal 
knowledge  of  the  things  respecting  which  they  have  made  state- 
ments, if  true,  that  general  rule  is  subject  to  exception  when,  and 
only  when,  there  is  something  in  the  document,  the  evidence,  or 
the  circumstances,  to  raise  a  ■prima  facie,  ground  of  suspicion,  not 
perhaps  so  strong  as  to  amount  to  an  affirmative  presumption  of 
bad  faith,  but,  as  was  well  put  by  the  Lord  Advocate  in  his  argu- 
ment at  the  bar,  to  make  it  unsafe  to  rely  upon  the  good  faith  of 
the  document.  In  the  case  of  precognitions  and  everything  el.se 
'post  litem  motarn  (and  precognitions  are  really  of  that  nature),  the 
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principle  of  that  exception  is  clear.     In  the  tir.st  place,  the  evidence 
is  of  a  kind  which  has  been  filtered  through  professional  hands.     It 

is  adduced  for  the  purpose  of  supporting  one  side,  one  view, 
[*  711]  of  a  disputed  and  *  litigated  state  of  facts.     It  is  wanting 

in  the  element  of  impartiality.  Under  those  circumstances 
it  is  a  safe  rule  to  exclude  it,  except  when  the  evidence  has  been 
so  taken  and  between  such  parties  as  to  make  it  admissible  upon  a 
principle  common  to  the  law  of  England  and  of  Scotland.  When 
you  have  once  got  so  far  as  that,  it  follows,  I  think,  that,  as  was 
decided  in  the  Aherdcen  Case,  June  17, 1813,  Hume's  Dec.  502,  you 
cannot  play  fast  and  loose  with  the  principle  of  the  exception  ;  not 
admitting  the  depositions  taken  in  a  particular  litigation  generally 
—  you  cannot  allow  a  party  to  select  a  portion  of  them  and  to  say, 
"  This  is  in  my  favour,  but  it  was  given  by  my  adversary,"  without 
allowing  the  adversary  to  show  what  other  evidence  was  given. 
That  case  seems  to  stand  merely  upon  the  general  principle. 

Then  with  regard  to  the  case  of  Madeline  Smith,  1857,  2  Irv- 
ing's  Justiciary  Eeports,  653,  I  think  that  no  more  need  be  said 
than  this,  that  though  the  rules  of  evidence  may  be  the  same  in 
civil  and  in  criminal  cases,  yet  the  principle  of  this  exception  that 
declarations  are  not  to  be  admitted  when  there  is  such  ground  for 
suspecting  that  there  may  have  been  a  purpose  inconsistent  with 
"ood  faith  or  inconsistent  with  truth  as  to  make  it  unsafe  to 
receive  them,  should  be  applied  with  great  strictness  in  criminal 
cases  ;  and  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  I  should  not  disapprove 
of  the  exclusion  in  a  criminal  case  of  evidence  as  to  which  it  could 
be  suggested  that  it  was  open  to  any  such  suspicion,  even  if  I 
might  not  be  so.  clear  as  to  the  validity  of  the  ground  in  a  civil 
case,  because  of  the  tremendous  consequences  of  its  admission 
when  life  or  death  is  in  question.  Besides  that,  in  Madeline 
Smith's  Case  there  were  these  circumstances,  that,  the  document 
being  the  private  memoranda  of  tlie  person  and  communicated  to 
nobcjdy,  he  never  had  acce])ted  tlie  responsibility  of  making  the 
statement  to  any])ody  in  such  a  way  as  to  constitute  tiim  a  witness, 
and  he  had  possible  motiviis  at  all  events  for  a  jjartial  and  not 
disinterested  statement  of  the  truth.  That  case,  therefore,  seems 
to  me  to  disappear,  and  we  are  brought  to  the  siin])le  question,  in 
this  case  which  is  now  before  us,  whether  there  was  anything  here 

wliich  can  be  called  in  a  rational  or  intelligible  sense  a 
[*712]  ground  for  suspccthig  the    motive    or  the  *  honesty,  or 
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ie}iL'l]ing  the  presumption  of  sincerity  and  honesty,  of  the  dec- 
laration. I  see  nothing  of  that  sort.  There  was  really  no  lis 
moia  of  any  sort  or  kind  ;  and  the  fact  that  the  document  was 
made  for  a  purpose  instead  of  making  it  of  less  weight,  to  my 
mind  seems  to  make  it  of  more  ;  because  the  purpose  was  an 
obvious,  and  legitimate  one,  corroborating  and  not  discrediting  tb-^ 
presumption  of  honesty  and  truth. 

Lord  Blackburn  :  — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  take  it  that  the  general  rule  of 
the  law  of  Scotland,  as  of  most  other  countries,  is  this,  that  the 
evidence  of  a  person  should  be  given  subject  to  cross-examina- 
tion, and  al^o  be  taken  upon  oath,  but  mainly  that  it  should  be 
subject  to  cross-examination  by  the  party  against  whom  it  is 
given.  But  in  the  law  of  Scotland  there  is  the  exception  made, 
that  when  the  witness,  that  is  to  say,  the  person  who  could  prove 
the  matter,  subject  to  cross-examination,  if  he  had  been  alive,  is 
dead,  and  you  cannot  call  the  party  to  give  the  evidence  himself, 
subject  to  cross-examination,  you  are  to  receive  such  a  document 
as  this  as  hearsay  evidence  (I  should  have  thought  it  a  better 
word  to  call  it  secondary  evidence),  provided  that  the  circum- 
stances under  which  he  made  the  statement  were  such  as  to  raise 
a  fair  and  reasonable  presumption  that  he  was  then  telling  the 
story  truly,  it  is  in  that  case  admissible. 

ISTow  I  think  myself  that,  as  far  as  the  authorities  go,  probably 
(I  am  not  sure  whether  it  is  necessary  to  say  so  much),  a  state- 
ment made  by  a  deceased  person  as  to  a  matter,  which,  if  true, 
would  lie  w^ithin  his  knowledge,  would  be  prima  fa cAe  admissible, 
voiced  quantum,  because  prima  facie  the  circumstances  under 
which  it  was  made  would  be  such  that  he  probably  spoke  the 
truth  ;  it  is  for  the  tribunal  to  consider  the  weight  of  the  evi- 
dence, and  to  say  whether  they  will  give  credit  to  it  or  not.  That 
would  probably  be  generally  the  case ;  but  the  decisions  in  the 
Courts  of  Scotland  seem  to  show  this,  that  the  circumstances  may 
be  shown  to  be  of  a  particular  kind,  such  as  the  Lord  Justice 
Clerk  says  in  the  case  of  McDonald  v.  Union  Bank,  INIarch  29. 
1S64,  2  Court  Sess.  Cas.  3rd  Series,  963,  at  p.  969.  that  "he 
could  not  hold  that  the  precognition  so  repre.sents  the 
fair  and  *  spontaneous  statements  of  the  person  deceased  [*  713] 
as  to  entitle  it  to  admission  at  all ;"  and  similar  language 
has  been  used  bv  other  Judges.     That,  I  take  it,  is  the  ground 
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upon  which  it  goes.  Where  it  is  shown  that  the  statement  of  the 
deceased  person  was  made  vmder  circumstances  which  cast  that 
suspicion  upon  it,  the  evidence  is  not  receivable.  A  precognition 
is  of  that  nature.  Other  circumstances  there  may  be  whicli  are  of 
a  similar  nature.  It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  that  in  the 
present  Cjuestion  at  all,  but  it  is  necessary  to  consider  whether  as 
far  as  suspicion  goes  this  certificate  by  the  Eev.  Dr.  John  Ogilvie 
is  subject  to  a  suspicion  of  that  kind  which  would  prevent  its  being 
admissible.  It  will  be  hereafter  for  your  Lordships  to  decide,  if 
it  is  admitted  (as  I  think  it  ought  to  be  admitted),  what  weight 
is  to  be  given  to  it,  weighing  it  against  what  is  to  be  said  by  the 
other  side,  and  against  what  evidence  there  may  be.  But  as  it 
stands,  is  there  anything  in  the  circumstances  to  prevent  its 
being  admissible  ?  Evidence  is  given  to  show  that  Dr.  John 
Ogilvie  was  the  clergyman  of  the  parish  at  this  time.  Evidence 
is  given  that  this  certificate  was  signed  by  him  six  months  after- 
wards. It  is  erroneously  put  upon  the  affidavit  before  the  mayor 
(upon  which  I  will  say  nothing  at  present),  as  if  it  had  been 
dated  at  the  time  of  the  marriage ;  it  is  not  so  ;  it  was  not  so  dated, 
and  I  think  on  looking  at  the  document  itself  one  must  take  it 
to  be  the  fact  that  Dr.  Ogilvie  did  sign  the  certificate  before  the 
mayor,  and  did  so  with  the  view  to  the  mere  authentication  of  it 
vale.at  quantuvi,  in  order  that  it  should  then  be  preserved,  and 
used  as  evidence  of  the  marriage  valcat  qucmtum  also.  Is  there 
anything  in  that  to  raise  a  suspicion  against  his  doing  the  thing 
fairly  ?  There  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  anything  to  do  so. 
In  the  first  place  it  is  in  writing ;  and  some  words  have  been  used 
by  different  Judges  at  different  times  as  if  it  was  thought  that  a 
statement  in  writing  was  not  admissible  when  a  similar  statement 
liy  word  of  mouth  would  be.  I  cannot  conceive  that  any  such 
ground  as  that  can  prevail.  Then,  again,  it  was  said  that  the 
document  is  objectionable,  because  it  was  sworn  to  before  the 
mayor.  I  (;an  perfectly  understand  that  it  lu^'iig  sworn  to  before 
the   mayor   of  New   York  might  under  some  circumstances   show 

that  it  was  in  the  nature  of  a  precognition,  or  was  subject 
[*  714]   to  the  *  same  objection  as  a  precognition.     But  to  say  that 

in  any  case  taking  a  voluntary  oath  to  the  truth  of  the 
statement  afterwards  would  render  inadmissible  that  which  would 
have  been  admissible  if  made  without  an  oath  is  not  to  me  tenable, 
and  I  do  not  think  that  the  only  case  referred   to  as  an  authority 
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bearing  upon  it,  namely,  the  case  of  the  town  of  Aberdeen,  June 
17,  1813,  Hume,  Dec.  502,  really  bears  that  out.  The  voluntary 
oath  made  it  no  better,  but  I  do  not  see  that  it  made  it  any  worse. 
Then  the  only  renjaining  thing  to  be  considered  is,  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  document  was  made.  It  was  made  for  a 
purpose  in  one  sense.  Dr.  Ogilvie,  I  have  no  doul)t,  was  requested 
(probably  by  the  lady  or  the  lady's  friends)  to  give  this  certificate, 
and  to  give  it  before  the  mayor  of  New  York,  who  was  then  to 
certify  it,  in  order  that  it  might  be  used  whenever  there  was  any 
occasion  rendering  it  necessary  for  her  to  show  that  she  had  b(;en 
married.  I  do  not  doubt  that  that  was  the  purpose  with  which  it 
was  done,  and  if  it  could  be  established  that  you  are  to  reject 
evidence  of  this  sort  whenever  it  appears  to  have  been  given  for 
a  purpose  in  that  sense,  and  that  in  fact  you  are  only  to  receive 
idle  gossip  and  matter  said  when  there  was  no  occasion  for  the 
man  to  think  of  what  he  was  saying,  except  that  he  should  not 
speak  rashly,  and  that  you  should  always  reject  it  whenever  it 
appeared  to  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  stating,  and,  as 
far  as  he  could,  proving,  the  fact,  it  would  go  further  than  any 
authority  in  the  Scotch  law,  and  it  would  be,  I  think,  extremely 
absurd.  But  there  is  no  ground  whatever  for  tliat.  I  think,  as 
the  Lord  Advocate  said,  that  if  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
was  made  were  such  as  to  show  that  it  could  be  made  either  as  in 
a  precognition  for  the  purpose  of  litigation,  or  for  any  similar 
purpose,  it  should  be  rejected  altogether ;  but  if  it  falls  short  of 
that,  then  I  think  that  it  should  be  received,  and  that  it  is  for 
the  tribunal  afterwards  to  decide  upon  its  weight. 
Lord  Bramwell  and  Lord  FitzGerald  concurred. 

Tlie  donancnts  ircre  rcccired. 

An  officially  certified  copy  from  New  York  of  the  will  [71(5] 
of  Colonel  Richard  Maitland,  dated  the  16th  of  February, 
1771,  and  proved  at  New  York  on  the  7th  of  September,  1772,  by 
William  McAdam,  the  Reverend  John  Ogilvie,  and  Dr.  William 
Bruce,  three  of  the  executors,  was  produced  and  handed  in,  and 
was  as  follows  ;  — 

"^  la  the  name  of  God,  Amen! 

"I,  the  Honourable  Richard  Maitland,  Deputy  Adjutant  General  in 
and  for  North  America,  being  at  present  of  sound  and  disposing  mind, 
memory,  and  understanding,  and  calling  tf)  mind  the  uncertainty  oi 
VOL.  XI.  — 24 
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life  aud  certaint}-  of  Death,  do  tlierefore  make  and  ordaiti  this  my  last 
Will  and  Testament  in  mannei*  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say:  I 
commit  my  Soul  to  God,  my  mm-ciful  Creator,  and  my  body  to  the 
Earth  to  be  decently  buried  1)y  my  executors,  in  hopes  of  a  joyful 
[*  717]  resurrection  to  eternal  life  through  the  merits  &  satisfaction  *  of 
Christ  my  Hedeemer,  and  for  my  worldly  estate  I  give  and  dis- 
pose thereof,  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say:  All  my  estate  both 
real  and  personal,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  1  give,  devise,  and 
bequeath  unto  my  two  natural  sons,  llichard  and  Peter,  children  of 
Mary  M'^Adam,  and  to  the  said  Mavy  M'^Adam  and  the  child  with 
which  she  is  now  ^jregnant,  and  to  their  several  and  respective  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  for  ever,  equally  to  be  divided 
amongst  them,  shai-e  and  share  alike.  .   .  . 

*'And  Lastly,  I  do  hereby  nominate,  constitute,  and  appoint  my 
beloved  brother  the  HonourableCollonel  Alexander  Maitland,  and  my 
friends,  ]Mr.  William  M'^Adam,  of  the  City  of  New  York,  merchant, 
the  Reverend  John  Ogilvie,  of  the  said  City,  Thomas  Montcrieffe,  Esq., 
Major  of  Brigade,  and  Dr.  William  Bruce,  of  the  Eoyal  llegiment  of 
Artillery,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them  to  be  Executors  and 
Executor  of  this  my  last  Will  and  Testament,  hereby  revoking  all 
former  or  other  Will  or  Wills  by  me  at  any  time  made,  and  confirming 
and  ratifying  this  as  my  last  Will  and  only  Testament.  In  witness, 
whereof,  &c.,  "  llicn"'*  Maitlaxd  (l.s.) 

'•  Signed,  sealed,  published,  &c.,  in  the  presence  of  the  testntor,  at 
his  request,  and  in  the  j^resence  of  each  other, 

"  johk  m^dowall. 
' '  And  :  Anderson. 
"  DsAL  Frasku." 

Mr.  William  Wood  examined,  said  he  was  one  of  the 
[718*  ]  executors  *  of  the  late  Jolm  ]\Iaitland,  who  was  a  son  of 
Sir  Alexander  Maitland  (Jibson,'  and  eonseqnently  the 
great-uncle  of  the  present  counter-claimant,  Sir  James  (}il)son 
IMaitland.  He  (the  witness)  w^as  for  some  years  ]\Ir.  John 
]\Iaitland's  partner.  He  produced  a  bound  manuscript  volume 
found  in  the  repositories  of  John -Maitland  by  his  widow,  the 
witness's  sister,  and  also  a  press  copy  letter-lxxik.     He  stated  that 

1  General  tlio  Hon.  Alexander  Maitliunl,  lliscldcst  smi  Alcxaiuicr  (iilisun  Maitland 

fiflli  son  of  Charles  6th  Earl,  was  creaf.cd  iiredeceasini;;   him    in    I82S,    he    was    sue- 

a  liaronet  in  1818,  and  died  in  1820.     lie  ceeilcd    hy    liis   jii-andson    Sir   Alexander 

was   sneeeeded  hy  his  son   Sir  Alexander  Charles     Hanisay    (libson     Maitland,     as 

Charles   Miiitlaml   (Gihson),  who  married  tiiird  haronet.     He  died  in  187G,  and  the 

thcdanffhter  and  heiress  of  Oih.son  Wright,  eonntor-clainiant   is   hi.s   oldest   survivmg 

of  Clifton  Hall,  and  died  Fehruary,  1848.  sou. 
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the  following   entry  on   the   first  page  of  the  manuscript   volume 
was  in  the  handwriting  of  John  Maitland  :  — 

"Copy  correspondence,  Ac,  connected  with  the  Honourable 
Colonel  Ilichard  Maitland,  who  died  in  America,  on  the  loth  of 
July,  1772  (see  page  50),  having  two  days  prior  to  his  deatii 
married  to  Mary  ]\IcAdam  l)y  whom  he  had  four  children,"  and 
■"Xote,  October,  1849.  The  mass  of  original  letters  and  documents 
from  which  what  f<dlows  has  now  1>een  selected,  was  on  the  death 
of  Sir  A.  C.  Maitland  Gibson,  of  Clifton  Hall,  in  1848,  handed  by 
me  to  the  present  Sir  A.  C.  G.  Maitland,  Ikirt.     J.  :\I.  1849." 

Pacres  90,  91,  and  92  were  also  in  the  handwriting  of  John 
Maitland.  That  from  page  1  to  the  top  of  page  58  was  in  the 
liaudwritinsT  of  a  clerk  of  Mr.  Maitland's  named  Ciiarles  Robertson, 
and  witness.  From  page  61  to  page  89  was  in  the  handwriting 
of  another  clerk  named  Robert  Murray.  This  statement  was  cor- 
roborated by  Mr.  Charles  Iiobertson,  who  said  he  went  to  Mr. 
John  Maitland  in  May,  1848,  and  that  by  directions  of  Mr.  John 
Maitland  he  copied  some  of  the  letters  in  the  liook.  At  the  time 
the  copies  were  made  they  were  made  not  in  a  book  but  on  loose 
sheets  of  paper.  He  copied  them  from  sheets  of  common  letter- 
paper  which  had  evidently  passed  through  the  post ;  and  the  copy- 
ing was  done  in  the  summer  of  1848.  He  also  identified  his  own 
handwriting  on  pages  58  and  59. 

*  At  a  subsequent  sitting  of  the  committee  the  witness   [*  719] 
stated  he  read  the  original  letters  out  to  Robert  Murray, 
when  he  copied  them,  at  the  same  period  that  he  made  the  other  copies. 

Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  G.,  maintained  that  the  note  now  proved  to 
be  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  John  Maitland  was  prima  facie 
evidence  that  tlie  originals  of  the  letters  then  transcribed  were 
handed  by  Mr.  John  Maitland  to  Sir  A.  C.  G.  Maitland.  And  a 
press  copy  letter  also  proved  to  be  in  John  ]\Iaitland's  handwriting 
to  Sir  Alexander  (Jibson  Maitland  of  date  the  13th  of  December, 
1848,  was  what  that  note  of  October,  1849,  referred  to.  And 
whether  that  letter  was  sent  or  not,  it  being  proved  to  be  in  his 
handwriting,  and  John  ^Maitland  being  a  member  of  the  branch 
of  that  family  to  which  the  counter-claimant  belongs,  it  was 
clearly  evidence. 

Letter  read  as  follows  :  — 

"  My  dear  Sandy,  — As  you  are  the  party  wlio  might  possibh'  be 
interested  in  them.  I  send  you  in  a  leather  bag  a  quantity  of   letters 
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and  papers  connected  with  my  grand-uncle  the  Honourable  E,ichard 
Maitland,  who  seems  to  have  died  in  America  on  the  13th  of  Julvy 
3772.  Two  days  before  his  death  he  appears  to  have  married  Mary 
McAdam,  by  wlioiu  he  had  had  three  sons,  then  all  alive,  and,  she  was 
also,  it  seems,  in  the  family  way  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  this 
ended  sometime  after  in  the  appearance  of  a  daughter  [sic]." 

''I  need  not  pretend  here  to  go  into  a  history  of  these  sons,  for 
though  I  have  read  the  whole  large  quantity  of  letters,  there  is  not 
much  that  is  importaiit  in  reference  to  their  after  education,  and  they 
were  in  after  life  sufficiently  identified  and  widely  known.  I  found 
these  papers  in  one  large  bundle,  not  in  any  kind  of  arrangement  by- 
dates  or  otherwaj's.  They  should  all  be  preserved,  but  by  far  the- 
larger  portion  can  be  of  no  direct  value  in  any  circumstances;  by  far 
the  larger  portion  of  the  letters  are  from  Colonel  Kichard  himself  to 
my  grandfather,  his  brother,  and  are  of  date  some  years  prior  to  his. 
death,  and  relate  to  commonplace  subjects  of  interest  at  the  time. 
Seeing  the  whole  was  in  no  sort  of  order,  all  I  have  done  in  the  way  of 
arrangement  was  to  set  aside  such  as  bear  on  the  point  to. which  I  refer,, 
and  some  other  letters  and  papers  that  are  merely  curious,  and  these  I 
have  put  into  the  brown  paper  cover  in  case  you  fancy  to  look  through 
them." 

The  Solicit(3r-General  for  Scotland  (Asher,  Q.  C.)  :  — 

This  letter  not  having  been  proved  to  have  been  sent,  was  not 
in  tlie  position  of  a  communication  made  by  Mr.  Maitland  to  any 
one,  and  could  hardly  be  taken  as  his  statement.  As  to  the 
copy  of  the  letters,  the  question  was  whether  Mr.  John 
[*  720]  Maitland's  *  docket  was  evidence  of  the  disposal  of  the 
principals.  The  docket  is  the  only  suggested  evidence  of 
those  principals  having  been  passed  to  Sir  Alexander  C.  G. 
Maitland.  According  to  Scottish  practice,  Avhen  a  copy  is  ten- 
dered it  would  be  immediately  objected  to  as  not  being  evidence  at 
all.  It  may  be  made  evidence  by  showing  that  a  principal  existed, 
of  which  that  was  a  copy,  and  that  that  principal  is  not  extant. 
The  legnl  question  is  whether  such  a  memorandum  in  a  book, 
coiiiiiiuiiii'utcd  to  no  one,  is  evidence  of  the  fact  therein  stated. 

[Lord  IJlack'ULKX  :  This  is  communicated.  No  (me  can  doubt 
tliat  Joliii  Maitland  wrote  that  as  a  memorandum  to  be  seen  by 
any  one  wlio  looked  at  the  book  ;  I  do  not  say  that  it  proves 
that  he  sent  tlie  documents,  but  secondary  evidence  will  be  equally 
receivable  if  in  any  way  the  document  is  lost.] 

Sir  F.  Ilerscliell,  S.  G. :     By  Scotch  law  the  statement  that  he 
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had    handed    those  documents  to  Sir  Alexander  Charles    Gibson 
Maitland  is  evidence  that  he  did  so,  because  he  is  dead. 

Thomasina,  Dowager  Lady  Maitland,  examined,  stated  she  wa.s 
the  widow  of  Sir  Alexander  Charles  Ramsay  Maitland,  and  execu- 
trix under  his  will,  and  that  she  had  searched  amongst  the  papers 
that  she  received  to  see  if  she  could  tlnd  the  original  letters  of 
which  copies  were  contained  in  the  manuscript,  but  she  was 
■unable  to  find  any  such  Driginal  letters. 

The  Solicitor-General  for  Scotland  (Aslier,  Q.  C.)  :  — 

There  was  a  bag  of  papers,  that  was  the  peculiarity  of  it,  which 
the  agents  have,  and  it  is  sealed  up  and  kept  in  a  safe  containing 
the  Lauderdale  papers  ;  and  tliere  is  not  one  of  these  letters  in 
that  bag. 

Lord  Blackbuhx  :  — 

I  think  in  the  present  state  of  things  we  must  take  it  that  there 
is  evidence  here  that  the  documents  were  sent  to  the  late  Sir 
Alexander  Charles  Gibson  Maitland,  but  only  evidence  that  they 
^were  sent;  and  tliat,  that  being  so,  the  claimant  has  done  what  he 
can  to  get  the  documents.  If  the  other  side  can  l)ring  any  otlun- 
evidence  to  show  that  the  documents  never  reached  Sir 
*  Alexander  Charles  Gibson  ^Maitland,  and  that  all  the  [*  721] 
documentstlmt  did  reach  him  are  still  in  existence,  and  do 
not  include  these  particular  documents,  or  any  of  them,  that  would 
re])ut  it;  but  at  present  it  stands  that  there  is  ex'idence  that  these 
<l()cuments  have  been  sent  to  Sir  Alexander  Charles  Cribson 
Maitland,  and  that  this  book  contains  a  copy  of  them  ;  conse- 
quently, to  that  extent,  they  should  l)e  received,  and  I  should  so 
propose. 

Lord  Watsox  :  — ■ 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  no  allegation  that  these  origi- 
nals are  extant.  The  suggestion  made  is  that  there  is  not  sufficient 
prinm  facie  evidence  offered  by  the  claimant  to  show  that  the 
-originals  are  lost  or  inaccessible,  so  as  to  make  it  competent  to 
put  in  copies.  If  you  give  faith  to  the  statements  made  under 
the  hand  of  the  late  Mr.  John  ]\Iaitland,  he  sent  the  whole  of 
the  documents  in  his  possession.  But  he  made  a  separati(m. 
Those  that  he  considered  as  important  and  tliiM-efore  copied,  he 
put  into  a  separate  envelope.  It  is  not  disputed  that  some  docu- 
ments answering  the  description  given  in  the  memorandum  came 
into  the  possession  of  Sir  Alexander  Charles  Gibson  Maitland ; 
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and  I  see  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  rest  did  not  also  find 
their  way  to  him."  That  inference  may  be  rebutted,  but  I  think 
the  claimant,  who  is  tendering  evidence,  has  meantime  done  quite 
sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  have  these  copies  admitted  as  secondary 
evidence.  Of  course,  if  at  any  time  it  should  turn  out,  or  if  evi- 
dence is  led  on  the  other  side  to  show,  that  the  principals  exist 
and  are  accessible,  he  could  put  them  in,  and  in  that  case,  they 
would  at  once  supersede  the  copies.^ 

Lord  Bkamwkll  :  — 

My  Lords,  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  has  continually  hap- 
pened in  the  Courts  of  Law  in  England  that  evidence  has 
[*  722]  been  *  given  that  a  document  is  in  the  possession  of  the 
defendant,  and  tliere  is  evidence  to  show  tliat  a  notice  to 
produce  is  given.  If  the  matter  stood  there,  the  document  would 
be  admissible  in  evidence  ;  but  it  is  open  to  the  defendant,  not- 
withstanding the  evidence  which  has  been  given,  to  show  that  in 
point  of  fact  it  did  n(jt  reach  him.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
that  in  fact  could  be  done  in  this  case,  but  the  principle  would  be 
applicable ;  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  such  evidence,  it  seems 
to  me  that  there  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  admission  of  these 
documents.  Tlic  dociivirnts  iccrc  adinittrd  dc  bene  esse. 

Shiress  Will,  Q.  C,  proceeded  to  read  from  the  manuscript 
volume  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  the  4th  of  August,  1 772,  to  the 
testator's  brother  from  the  three  accepting  executors  nari'ating  the 
death  of  Richard  and  his  marriage. 

The  Solicitor-General  for  Scotland  (Asher,  Q.  C)  objected  on 
the  ground  tliat  no  evidence  had  l)een  tendiMcd  wliatever  to  show 
that  tlie  letter  from  which  the  copy  was  made  was  written  l>y  the 
})ersons  wliose  names  were  upon  it. 

[Kai'vI.  of  Shluorxk,  L.  (\  :  A  witness  said  tliat  he  copied 
these  letters  from  original  letters  which,  on  the  face  of  them, 
appeared  to  have  passed  tlirough  tlie  iiost-office,  and  taking  with 
that  evidence   the   fact   tliat,  as   regards   tliis   ]iarticular    letter,  it 

J    It.   wiis  Hfjrccd   liclwfoii   coiiiisel    tlial  silimis  Ii;i\iiiii  Ix-cii  read  at  a  subseqnojit 

thfi   (Ifpositioii   of  tlie  widow  and  oxrcii-  siltiiiij;  of  tin;  Coimiiittee,  tlicy  were  lield 

trix  of  Jolm  Maitlaixl  taken  in  tlie  Scotcli  not  to  lie  exjilicit  eiion<;li  as  to  the  point 

action   slioiild   he    taken    as    j,nven    niMicr  of  licr  !ia\  iiif^  made  a  seairh,  and  a  further 

a  eoinniiwsion  of  this   House  for  llie  pnr-  March    was    oi-dered,    and    made    by    Mr. 

pose  of  provij;;  that  she  made  a  search  Wond,  Imt  the  original  letters  in  (jiiestiou 

for  these  original  letters.     I5ut  these  dejio-  v.iiei.ut  found. 
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comes  out  of  the  repositories  of  a  inember  of  the  family  descended 
from  the  Hon.  Alexander  Maitland,  to  whom  the  letter  purports 
to  have  been  addressed,  I  should  think  that  is  evidence.  If  the 
original  letter  were  here,  it  would  prove  itself  at  this  distance  of 
time  as  having  been  written  by  the  person  by  whom  it  purports 
prima  facie  to  have  been  written.  Of  course  you  might  tlir(jw 
some  doubt  upon  it  which  would  require  something  additional. 
But  a  document,  dated  the  4th  of  August,  1772,  produced  in  evi- 
dence in  the  year  1885,  received  by  a  member  of  the  family,  pre- 
served by  a  member  of  the  family,  is,  at  least  primd  facie,  an 
authentic  document.] 

The  copy  of  the  letter  if  it  is  admitted  and  treated  as  e([uivalent 
to  the  principal,  will  then  be  held,  according  to  the  ruling 
with  *  regard  to  the  certificate,  to  be  hearsay  of  the  per-  [*  72.')] 
sons  who  wrote  the  letter. 

[Eakl  of  Selbokne,  L.  C.  :  Evidence  of  the  truth  of  the 
statements  in  the  letter  only  so  far  as  to  matters  w^ithin  their 
'personal  knowledge,  and  appearing  to  be  so  by  the  letter  itself. 
Lord  Blackburn  :  Thirty  years  is  the  period  in  England,  but 
this  is  113  years  ago.  The  letter  purports  to  have  been  written 
113  years  ago,  and  that  letter  is  produced  from  the  custody  (I 
am  assuming  that  it  amounts  to  that)  of  the  descendant  of  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  addressed  ;  does  not  that  afford  'primd  facie 
evidence  that  it  was  a  genuine  letter  ?  Lord  Watson  :  It  is 
not  disputed  that  those  persons  existed  in  America,  and  were 
the  executors  of  Colonel  Richard  Maitland.  The  w-ill  proves  that. 
Nor  is  it  disputed  that  the  persons  to  whom  it  was  addressed  and 
sent  through  the  post,  and  those  from  whose  repositories  the  copy 
now  comes,  were  all  members  of  the  family  of  the  deceased.] 

This  copy  raises  the  question  throughout  the  remainder  of  the 
evidence  in  this  case,  whether  a  letter  being  lost  and  a  book  con- 
taining a  copy  being  produced,  that  book  is  admissible  as  evidence. 
The  objection  is  that  if  the  principal  letter  had  been  here  it  would 
not  have  been  sufficient  to  tender  the  letter  simply. 

[Earl  of  Selborne,  L.  C.  :  But  the  principal  letter  is  not 
here,  and  we  must  deal  with  the  case  as  in  a  case  of  secondary 
evidence.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  there  is  not  enough  from 
which  we  can  presume,  if  there  is  evidence  elsewhere,  that  John 
Ogilvie,  William  Bruce,  and  William  McAdam  were  the  executors 
of   that  gentleman  ?     If  we  have  evidence  of  that,  is  there  not 
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enough  from  which  we  may  presume  that  this  letter  was  signed 
by  those  three  persons,  the  executors  ?  To  say  that  you  must 
prove  the  handwriting  of  a  document  which  is  lost  would  he  to 
require  an  impossibility.  It  may  be  that  in  consequence  of  that 
secondary  evidence  is  not  to  be  received,  but  if  the  secondary 
evidence  is  received,  it  must  be,  I  should  think,  presumed  that 
the  letter  was  what  it  purported  to  be,  viz.,  the  letter  of  these 
three  persons.] 

A  copy  may  in  certain  circumstances  be  admissible,  but  in 
other  circumstances  it  may  not.  The  copyist  may  be 
[*  724]  produced,  *  and  he  may  be  asked  from  what  he  copied  ; 
he  may  know  the  handwriting  of  the  person,  the  letter 
wliich  he  copied,  or  he  may  be  shown  the  handwriting  of  that 
person  in  another  document,  and  asked :  "  Is  that  like  the  hand- 
writing of  the  principal  from  which  you  made  tlie  copy  ?  "  There 
are  various  modes  by  which  the  handwriting  of  the  original  may 
be  set  up  so  as  to  validate  the  copy. 

[Lord  Watsox  :  All  this  argument  seems  to  proceed  upon 
the  assumption  that  if  the  principal  had  been  here  it  would  have 
been  necessary  for  the  party  tendering  it  to  prove  the  handwriting. 
For  that  proposition  I  know  of  no  authority  whatever. 

Lord  Bl.^ckburx  :  Do  you  require  more  to  make  an  ancient 
document  admissible  than  to  show  that  it  purports  to  be  a  docu- 
ment, and  that  it  is  produced  from  the  custody  in  wliich  it  would 
naturally  be  kept  ?] 

There  is  a  rule  in  England  as  to  thiity  years,  lait  there  is  no 
such  rule  in  Scotland,  though  it  is  conceded  it  is  a  question  ot 
circumstances  how  far  a  letter  that  is  tendered  is  admissible  or 
not  —  and  its  antiquity  undoubtedly  has  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sidi-ration.  Ibit,  according  to  one  general  rule,  an  original  letter 
<loes  not  prove  itself,  and,  in  the  next  place,  there  is  no  ai'bitrary 
rule  with  regard  to  any  period  of  time  which  disjienses  with  the 
necessity  of  proof.  Xo  doubt  anti<iuated  custom  and  all  such 
(dciiiciits  go  to  make  u])  the  circumstances  wliich  will  guide  the 
('null  in  admitting  01- nqecting.  Here  there  are  no  circumstances 
bivniuing  tlie  admissibility  of  this  document  with  the  single  ex- 
cc]it  ion  of  antii|uity. 

[K.VKL  OF  .Sklborxe,  L.  C.  :  And  the  fact  that  the  executors 
fioMi  whom  it  pur])orts  to  come  were  in  point  of  fact  John  Ogilvie, 
A\'illiam  liruce,  and  William  McAdam.] 
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Tliat  is  conceded,  but  that  does  not  prove  that  tliose  executor.s 
concurred  in  writing  a  letter  in  tiiese  terni.-^ ;  which  is  another 
(question  to  be  considered. 

Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  (>. :  The  next  document  in  tlie  book  is 
headed  in  what  is  said  to  be  John  Maitland's  writing:  "Copy 
letter,  General  Sir  A.  Maitland  to  his  brother  IJicliard's  executors," 
and  that  acknowledges  the  letter  in  question. 

*E.VKL  OF  Selboune,  L.  C.  :  The  letter  is  clearly  [*  72r>] 
receivable,  subject  to  any  observations  upon  its  value. 

The  will  of  Iiichard  Maitland  was  also  copied  into  this  manu- 
script book  and  tliis  note  was  written  on  the  back  of  the  copy  of 
the  will  -.^ 

''  Xote  on  back  of  will"  :  —  '"It  appears  a  very  extraordinary  omis- 
sion tliat  the  son  John  should  not  be  named  in  tliis  will,  while  the 
accompanying  letters  prove  by  the  authority  of  the  trustees  and  exec- 
utors thereto  added,  that  lie,  with  the  other  two  eldest  .son.s,  were 
living  at  the  time  of  Col.  Kicluird  Maitland's  marriage  —  just  before 
he  died  —  and  it  is  a  matter  of  notoriety  amongst  the  family,  that  tlie 
late  Colonel  James  Maitland,  who  was  killed  in  India,  last  war,  was 
the  youngest  of  all,  they  being  Richard,  Peter,  John,  James.  This 
was  found  in  the  repositories  of  General  S.  A.  Maitland.  our  father, 
after  his  death:  —  A.  C.  ^Maitland  Gibson,  Fred  ^Maitland,  Totteridge, 
the  29th  day  of  March,  1820." 

Shiress  Will,  Q.  C,  read  from  the  manuscript  book  a  copy  of  a 
letter  from  Mr.  William  McAdam  to  Colonel  the  Hon.  Alexander 
Maitland,  dated  i^ew  York,  the  4th  of  August,  1772,  narrating 
that  it  accompanied  a  letter  from  the  executors  named  in  the 
will,  and  suggesting  that  the  widow  should  obtain  a  pension ; 
that  Eichard  Maitland  had  her  very  young  and  that  she  behaved 
very  well.  It  also  corroborated  the  facts  as  to  the  children  being 
born  before  wedlock ;  and  that  he  was  a  witness  with  Dr.  Bruce, 
at  his  dying  friend's  request,  to  the  ceremony  of  marriage. 

Shiress  Will,  Q.  C,  proposed  to  read  from  the  same  volume  a 
draft  or  copy  letter  from  Colonel  the  Hon.  Alexander  Maitland, 
to  William  McAdam,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  two 
letters  of  the  4th  of  August,  1772.  At  the  top  of  the  copy  then- 
was  this  note  in  John  Maitland's  handwriting:  "  Xote.  —  This 
seems  to  be  the  draft  of  the  general's  reply  in  the  handwriting  of 
his  wife."     "  J.  M." 
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The  Solicitor-General  for  Scotland  (Asher,  Q.  C.)  objected  to 
this  being  received.  A  copy  of  a  draft  in  the  handwriting  of  this 
lady  in  John  Maitland's  repositories  could  not  be  accepted  as 
evidence. 

Earl  of  Selborne,  L.  C.  :  Valeat  qtcantin/i  it  must  be  taken 
to  be  a  draft  letter  written  by  the  lady  t)n  hei'  husband's  behalf 
with  a  view^  to  sending  a  letter  which  may  or  may  not  have  been 

sent. 
[*  726]  *  Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  G.,  also  tendered  a  copy  of.  a 
letter  from  the  manuscript  volume,  from  Colonel  Kichard 
Maitland's  widow,  in  which  she  signed  herself  "  ^lary  Maitland." 
Also  an  original  letter  purjjorting  to  be  from  the  Hon.  John  Mait- 
land to  his  brother,  Lord  Laudei'dale,  dated  New  IJrunswick,  19th 
of  March,  1777,  in  which  he  says:  "  In  one  of  the  towns  we  took 
in  this  province  I  found  our  brother  Dick's  widow."' 

A  witness  also  produced  from  the  Public  IJecord  Office,  War 
Office  Eecords,  "  Widow's  Compassion  Papers,  177o,"  a  certificate 
dated  the  18th  of  June,  1773,  signed  "  G.  Cary,"  and  "  Cox  & 
Mair,"  agents,  and  at  the  foot  of  this  certificate  there  was  a 
deposition  by  "Mary  Maitland"  as  to  her  being  the  lawful  widow 
of  Colonel  Eichard  Maitland,  sworn  before  Mr.  Whitehead  Hicks. 

The  Solicitor-General  for  Scotland  (Asher,  Q.  C.)  objected,  as 
not  admissible  as  proving  the  facts  stated  therein. 

The  document  was  admitted  as  forming  part  of  tlie  res  fjrsta; 
of  the  grant  of  a  pension. 

To  the  copy  of  a  lettei'  from  Ann  INIcAdam,  wife  of  Williau) 
McAdam,  New  York,  dated  tlu'  Tst  of  May,  17S7,  tliere  was 
attached  this  note:  "This  was  found  in  tlic  repositories  of  Gen- 
eral Sir  A.  Maitland,  after  his  death,  by  ns,  his  two  sons,  and 
clearly  shows  the  sons  of  Colonel  Kichard  (John  and  James)  weie 
the  youngest,  but  what  is  most  material.  James  is  hereby  proven 
(as  was  clearly  understood  before)  to  l»e  the  youngest  of  all. — 
A.  C.  Maitland  (Jibson,  Fred.  Maitland.  Totteridge,  29th  IMarch, 
1.S20." 

There  was  also  in  the  manuscri))!  l)ook  a  memorandum  proved 
to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  John  Maitland:  — 

"A  momnrandum  in  the  liandwriting  of  Sir  A.  C.  Maitland  Gibson, 
♦if  Cliftoidial],  IJaronet.  Mcniovaiidnm  rospecting  tbo  late  Kiclianl 
^laitland's   marriage    in   Aniciica,  received   from   Captain  Petor  Malt- 
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land,  of  lialgreggau.  —  '  By  a  resolve  of  assembly  (in  consequence  of 
a  petition  dated  tlic  24th  of  INFarch,  17SG)  of  the  State  of  New  York, 
<lated  24tli  ^[ai-ch,  1786,  signed  New  York,  Fehruary  1st,  1787,  by 
John  McKessan,  clerk,  also  signed  by  Ann  McAdani,  Judith  l>ruce, 
Margt.  Ogilvie.  It  appears  that  the  three  eldest  sons  of  the  late  Col. 
Rich;ird  ^Tuitland  were  burn  before  wedlu«;k.'  '' 

*  [Lord  Watsox  :  Jfunro  v.  Munro,  10  Aug.,  1840, 1  liob.  [*  727] 
App.  492,  584,  was  not  then  decided.] 

Sir  F.  Herscliell,  S.  CI.,  tendered  in  evidence  a  certified  copy  of 
an  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  tlie  State  of  New  York  passed  in 
April,  1787,  for  the  pur})ose  of  vesting  "the  estate  of  Richard 
Maitland,  deceased,  in  trustees  for  the  payment  of  his  debts." 
Presented  by  the  widows  of  the  three  accepting  executors  and 
bearing  tliis  statement,  "  after  making  the  same  will  the  said  Mary 
jNFcAdam  had  issue  one  otlier  son  named  John,  and  that  soon 
thereafter  she  was  intermarried  with  tlie  said  Richard  jMaithmd, 
and  had  issue  another  son,  luimed  James,  who  was  born  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  Richard  INIaitland." 

The  Solicitor-Creneral  for  Scf)t]aiid  (Asher,  Q.  C.)  and  Davey, 
Q.  C,  submitted  this  Act  could  not  be  evidence  in  this  inquiry. 
The  utmost  it  canu^  to  was  that  certain  statements  were  made  by 
persons,  wb.o  were  not  members  of  tlie  family,  to  the  Legislature 
of  New  York;  and  the  ChanceHor  having  certified  the  Act  might 
take  place,  a  })rivate  Act  was  obtained.  Tlie  claimant  wanted 
the  Act  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  tlie  memorandum  of  Sir 
A.  C.  Maitlnnd  (ribson.  The  note  to  the  memorandum,  declar- 
ing that  their  eldest  sons  were  born  before  wedlock,  may  be  of 
value  or  not,  but  it  is  none  the  better  for  tlie  })ersonal  statement. 

Lord  15lacki!U1!X  :  It  is  not  intelligible  without  the  previous 
statement.  Sir  Alexander  Maitland  Gibson  thought,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  that  the  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  New  York  showed  to 
him  that  the  three  eldest  sons  of  his  uncle  Richard  were  born 
before  wedlock,  and  no  doubt  he  believed  at  that  time  that 
James,  who  was  born  in  wedlock,  would  come  before  them,  but 
that  the  three  sons  who  were  born  before  wedlock  would  not  come 
before  them.     It  is  important  as  only  bearing  on  that. 

The  document  vos  admitted. 

Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  G.,  tendered  other  letters  to  show  that 
Colonel  Richard  Maitland  had  not  changed  his  doniieil  of  origin. 
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and  also  letters   to  prove  that   the  children   had  lieen   recognised 

l)y  the  Lauderdale  family  as  liiehard's  offspring. 
[*  728]  *  Evidence   was   also  produced   of   the   descent   of  the 

claimant  Major  F.  H.  Maitland  from  Colonel  Eichard 
Maitland.  As  to  law  of  the  Colony  of  New  York  in  1772,  and 
whether  to  make  a  legal  marriage  it  was  necessary  to  have  either 
banns  or  a  licence,  American  jurists  gave  evidence.^  The  sub- 
stantial effect  of  the  evidence  of  those  called  for  the  claimant  was, 
tliat  the  law  prevailing  in  New  York  with  regard  to  the  requisites 
for  a  marriage  in  the  year  1772  was  the  common  law  of  England 
as  interpreted  by  the  American  Courts,''^  i.e.,  that  there  should  be  a 
contract  of  marriage  ^7er  rerha  de  presenii ;  and  tliat  the  35th 
Article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  New  York,  adopted  in 
1777,  after  the  Revolution,-^  showed  tliat  the  common  law  of  Eng- 
land, as  then  iniderstood,  governed  this  subject.  That  there  had 
been  from  1661  down  to  the  Revolution  of  the  American  Colony,. 
and  subsequent  to  that  period,  a  continuous  series  of  publications 
embracing  the  Acts  of  the  Legislature  of  the  Colony  and  State  of 
New  York.  But  in  none  of  these  were  the  laws  bound  up  in 
the  book  of  1665  and  called  "  the  Duke's  Laws,"  nor  the  law  of 
1684,  nor  in  fact  any  of  the  laws  prior  to  1691,  printed.  The 
Duke's  Laws  and  that  of  1684  were  printed  for  the  first  time  iu 
1848,  among  other  historical  papers.  Prior  to  1664  the  province 
of  New  York,  then  called  New  Netherlands,  was  possessed  by  the 
Dutch,  whose  custom  it  was  to  have  either  banns  or  licence. 
[*  720]  *ln  1664  the  J^nglish  conquered  the  country.     The  Dutch 

^  Tlio    witnesses   were    tlie    Araoricin  York,     no     cerenioniiil     marriage     was 

minister,    the    Hon.    E.   J.   I'lielps,  S.  ]'.  essential. 

Nash,  Esq.,  and  ('.  Carv,  of  the  Amer-  ^  The  .35tli  Article  of  (Constitution  of 
i<"in  bar.  The  witnesses  for  tlie  counter-  the  State  of  IS'ew  York  was  as  follows: 
claimant  were  U.  L.  Fowler,  a  member  "  And  this  Convention  doth  further  in  the 
of  the  American  har,  and  Mr.  G.  F.  name  and  by  tlie  authority  of  the  good 
Edmunds,  ciiairman  of  the  .Judicial  ])eo](l(^  of  this  Stale,  ordain,  determine. 
Committee  of  the  Senate  of  the  United  and  declare,  that  such  ])arts  of  the  Corn- 
States,  inon  law,  and  the  Statute  law  of  England. 

-  1809.     Finlnn    v.   AV,W,    4    .lolmston's  and    (Jreat    Britain,  and   the   Acts   of  the 

l{ei)orts,    52.     'I'here    the    legal    point    in  Legislature  of  the  Colony  of   New  York, 

controver.sy  took  jilace  between  the  years  as  together  did   form  the  law  of  the  .said 

IHOO    and     1800.       \o    solemnisation    of  Colony   on   tlic    19th  day   of   Ajml,  in  the 

marriage  was  shown  to  liave  tak(Mi  jilace,  year  of  <iui'  Lord,  1775,  shall  he  and  eoii- 

bnt    the    marriagr'    was    sustained    upon  tinue   the   law   of  this   State,  subject   to 

proof    of    cohaliitation    and      reputation,  such    alterations   ami    ])rovisions   as    the 

upon    the    assumiption    tliat    liy    llic    com-  Legislature  of  this  State  shall   from  time- 

moil   l;i\v  <.f  I'iiighind,  as  ado].t(d  in   New  to  time  nnvke  concerning  the  same." 
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reoccupiud   it   fur  a  short  time   in   107^5  ;  and  again  evacuated    it 
in  1674.1 

The  counter-evidence  was  to  the  effect  tliat  tiie  Duke's  Laws  and 
the  hiw  of  16S4  were  m  force  in  177'2,  and  required  either  banns 
or  licence  as  a  ]»re-requisition  to  a  valid  marriage.  That  of  the 
legal  system  prevailing  in  New  York  in  1772,  witli  reference  to 
marriage,  the  Act  of  1684  was  the  fundamental  law,  so  far  as  it 
did  not  repeal  the  portion  of  the  Duke's  Laws  relative  to  marriage. 
That  the  "Duke's  Laws"  were  enacted  pursuant  to  a  patent  from 
King  Charles  11.  to  his  brother,  the  Duke  of  York,'-  and  a  Com- 
mission from  the  Duke  to  Governor  Nicolls.  These  Ihws  were 
re-enacted  in  1674,  after  the  retrocession  of  the  province,  by  special 
order.  That  the  first  assembly  of  freeholders  met  in  1683;  and 
the  public  documents  showed  that  the  marriage  law  of  1684  wns 
passed  at  the  second  session  of  'the  first  Assembly  of  1683,  in  the 
year  1684.  There  was  no  subsequent  meeting  of  the  Assembly 
until  the  accession  of  William  and  ]\Lary  in  1691.  There  was  no 
Act  of  the  Assembly  and  the  Council  and  Governor  repealing  the 
Act  of  1684;  but  there  was  on  the  journals  of  the  24tli  of  April,' 
1691,  of  the  Lower  House  of  Assemblv,  a  resolution,  liut  nothing 
indicating  that  that  resolution  ever  had  been  before  the  Council 
and  Governor.  The  records  showed  that  from  1665  until  the 
evacuation  of  the  British  forces  in  1785,  licences  were  continually 
issued.^ 

They  produced  an  ordinance  of  the  Director  and  Council  of  New 
^^etherlands,  1654,  regulating  the  publication  of  banns  before 
marriage  ;  also  ordinance  of  1658,  to  oblige  persons  to  marry  after 
their  publication  of  their  banns. 

The  Act  of  1664  seemed  to  have  been  published  on  the  1st 
of  March,  1664,  at  a  general  meeting  at  Hemsted,  upon  Long 
Island,  by  virtue  of  a  commission  from  H.  R.  H.  James,  Duke  of 
York  and  Albany,  given  to  Col.  Richard  Nicolls,  Deputy 
*  Governor,  bearing  date  the  2nd  of  April,  1664.  That  [*  730] 
portion  of  the  Act  headed  "  marriage "  was  as  follows  : 
*'  Whereas  by  the    law  of   p]ngland  no  marriage  is  lawfully  con- 

^   Tliey  referred  to  Jackson  v.  Gilchrist,  -  See  Lord  Watsox'.s  jud<jnient.  p.  ."Utt"), 

15  Johnston's  Keports,  89;  Constiwtine  v.  poal,  for  the  material  terms  of  the  >;r;nit 

Wind/e,&   Hill'.s   Reports,   177;   Humbert  of  the  Colony  to  tlie  Duke  of  York. 

V.  Trinitji    Church,  '24    Wendell's  Rep.  at  ^  They  cited  Ilojipnian's  Clianecrv  I'rac- 

p.  625;  Hoppniaii's  Chan.  Prac.  ( 1S51 ) :  the  tice,  p.  15. 

Revi.sed  Statntes  of  Now  Ydrk.  ;S30  ed. 
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summated  without  a  minister  whose  office  it  is  to  join  the  parties 
in  matrimony  after  the  banns  thrice  published  in  the  church, 
or  a  license  first  had  and  obtained  from  some  person  thereunto 
authorised,  all  which  formality  cannot  be  duly  practised  in  these 
parts.  Yet  to  the  end  that  a  decent  rule  therein  may  be  observed, 
it  is  ordained  that  from  henceforth  the  names  and  surnames  of 
each  party  who  sue  for  marriage  shall  be  publiquely  read  in  their 
parish  church  or  place  of  usual  meeting,  where  they  both  then 
inhabit,  three  severall  Lord's  days  successively.  And  where  no 
church  or  meeting  place  shall  happen  to  be,  a  publication  in  writing 
shall  be  fixed  fourteen  days  before  marriage  upon  tliree  doors  of 
each  parish,"  &c.,  "  unless  they  produce  a  lycence  from  the  Gover- 
nor, in  both  which  cases,  and  not  otherwise,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
any  minister  or  for  any  justice  of  tlie  peace  to  joyne  the  parties  in 
marriage,  provided  that  the  said  'parties  do  purge  themselves  by 
oath  before  the  minister  or  justice,  that  they  are  not  under  the 
bonds  of  matrimony  to  any  other  person  living ;  and  if  it  shall  be 
after  proved  that  either  or  both  the  parties  are  purjured  .  .  for  the 
said  purjury  the  party  or  parties  offending  shall  be  boored  through 
the  tongue  with  a  rede  hot  iron,  and  moreover  proceeded  against  as 
in  case  of  adultery  is  provided."  Under  the  heading,  "  In  what  cases 
it  shall  not  be  punishable  to  re-marry,"  were  these  clauses:  "If 
any  man  shall  hereafter  presume  to  marry,  contrary  to  these  laws 
prescribed,  the  person  offending  shall  be  proceeded  against  as  for 
adultery  or  fornication  according  to  evidence.  The  children  so 
begotten  shall  be  reputed  bastards,  and  tlie  parents  suffer  such  pains 
and  penalties  by  fines  or  punishment  as  tlu^y  liave  deserved."  "  If 
any  justice  of  peace  or  minister  shall  presume  to  marry  ...  or 
any  other  person,"  without  banns,  or  without  a  special  licence,  tbe 
justice  or  minister  shall  forfeit  £20  and  be  put  out  of  his  office. 
Following  ill  is  Act  was  "some  alterations,  amendments,  and 
additions  made  in  tlie  laws,  and  confirmed  at  the  General  Assize 
held  in  New  York,  the  28th  and  29th  of  September  and  the  2nd, 
.'Ird,  and  4th  days  of  October,  1665,  and  contained  this: 
[*  731  j  "In  cases  of  adultery,  all  proceedings  shall  be  *  according 
to  the  lawes  of  England,  which  is  l)y  divorce  (if  sued)  cor- 
]K)iall  iMinislimimt  or  fine  and  ini])risonment."  Tlie  Act  of  1684 
ronini(,'nc(id  :  "  Whereas  the  law  of  England,"  S:v.,  as  in  Act  of  1664, 
and  then  "Be  it  enacted  by  this  (Jencral  Assembly  and  by  the 
authority  of  the  same."     And  continued  as  in  the  earlier  Act  as  to 
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lianns,  and  then,  unless  there  is  "  a  license,  nnder  the  hand  and  seal 
of  the  governor,  in  all  which  cases  and  not  otherwise  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  minister  or  justice  of  the  peace  within  this  province, 
to  join  together  in  matrimony  the  parties  so  published  or  producing 
a  license  as  aforesaid  :  Provided  always  they  bring  a  certificate  from 
under  the  minister's  hand  that  published  them,  or  under  the  con- 
stable's hand  on  whose  doors  their  names  were  affixed,  which 
certificate  shall  be  sent  to  the  office  of  the  registrar  of  the  county, 
and  there  entered  on  record  together  with  a  certificate  of  their 
marriage,"  which  is  there  to  remain  i)i  'pcrpetuam  rei  memoriam. 
Then  the  parties  were  to  purge  themselves  by  oath  if  required, 
that  they  are  not  under  the  bonds  of  matrimony ;  and  instead  of 
the  clause  as  to  boring  through  the  tongue  with  a  red  hot  iron,  "  if 
it  shall  afterwards  happen  to  be  proved  that  either  or  both  of  the 
said  parties  are  perjured,"  "  the  said  party  or  parties  offending  shall 
suffer  as  in  cases  of  perjury  and  further  be  proceeded  against  as  in 
cases  of  poligamy."  There  was  no  provision  invalidating  marriages 
or  bastardising  the  children  of  such  marriages,  the  only  provision 
tending  at  all  to  that  effect  was  tliis :  "  Be  it  further  enacted  by  the 
authority  aforesaid,  that  if  any  man  shall  presume  to  marry  contrary 
to  the  law  prescribed,  the  person  offending  shall  be  proceeded 
against  as  for  fornication,  and  the  minister  or  justice  that  married 
them  shall  forfeit  twenty  pounds  and  be  suspended  from  his  benefice 
and  office."  The  Act  then  provided,  —  that  nothing  shall  be  in- 
tended to  prejudice  the  manner  of  marriage  among  the  Quakers: 
but  their  manner  and  form  of  marriage  shall  be  judged  lawful, 
provided  they  admit  of  none  to  marry  tliat  are  restrained  by  the 
law  of  God :  and  that  they  permit  none  to  be  married  within  their 
congregation  of  any  other  persuasion  than  themselves,  except  liy 
licence  or  banns. 

Certified  copies  of  the  above  Acts  were  produced  by  the  counter- 
claimant. 

*  The  resolution  of  the  Assembly  passed  in  1691  was  that  [*  7o2] 
all  the  laws  consented  to  by  the  General  Assembly  under 
James,  Duke  of  York,  and  the  liberties  and  privileges  therein  con- 
tained granted  to  the  people  and  declared  to  be  their  rights,  not 
being  observed,  and  not  ratified  or  approved  by  H.  E.  H.  or  the  late 
King,  are  now  void  and  of  none  effect. 

July  20,  1885,  Asher,  Q.  C,  for  the  counter-claimant,  also  pro- 
duced, inter  alia,  evidence  to  show  that  Colonel  Richard  Maitland 
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had  abandoned  liis  Scotch  doniicil  and  liad  intended  to  settle  in 
America.  This  consisted  of  letters,  &c.  In  one  of  these  letters  he 
wrote  from  Charleston,  the  3rd  of  P'ebruary,  1772  :  "  Yesterday 
was  buried  here  a  Mr.  Hughes,  who  was  Collector  of  the  Customs 
for  this  port.  It  is  an  office  worth  £700  a  year,  but  very  few 
people  choose  to  come  to  this  climate  on  any  consideration  and 
would  rather  have  half  the  money  elsewhere.  On  the  contrary,  I 
am  told  by  my  doctors  this  is  the  only  climate  I  can  live  in  and  that 
I  shall  never  be  able  to  serve  as  a  soldier;  that  I  would  therefore 
desire  of  the  prime  minister  is  that  he  would  appoint  me  collector  of 
the  Port  of  Charleston,  and  let  him  appoint  any  person  to  be  Ad- 
jutant-General .  .  .  that  he  pleases."  "  If  he  refuses  I  cannot  remain 
as  I  am."  In  a  letter  of  the  19th  of  February,  1772,  he  wrote 
from  Charleston  with  reference  to  a  petition  he  had  sent  in  for  leave 
to  sell  his  regimental  commission :  "  If  his  Lordship  will  allow  me 
to  sell  both  commissions  at  the  rate  Masterton  (an  officer  who 
was  allowed  to  sell  his  commission)  did,  I  shall  be  able  to  pay  my 
debts,  sit  down  in  a  corner  in  a  warm  country  and  praise  his  Lordship 
ever  afterwards."  Substantially  the  like  expressions  occurred  in 
other  letters.  Also  evidence  that  he  had  received  grants  of  land  in 
America  of  5000  acres  under  Eoyal  Proclamation  of  the  7th  of 
October,  1763;  as  a  reduced  officer  on  the  23rd  of  June,  1767;  and 
a  "rant  to  William  Sheriff,  the  said  Richard  Maitland  and  others 
(twenty-three  persons  in  all)  and  their  heirs,  of  1000  acres  each  in 
the  county  of  Albany,  to  form  a  township  to  be  named  Halesborough, 
dated  the  12th  of  June,  1771  ;  and  also  a  grant  to  William  Smith, 
Richard  Maitland  and  others  (twenty-five  persons  in  all),  of  30,000 

acres  on  the  west  side  of  the  Connecticut  River  in  the 
[*  733]  *  county  of  Gloucester,  to  make  a  township  of  Moortown, 

dated  the  3rd  of  May,  1770  ;  and  also  copy  of  an  indenture 
of  lease  between  Frederick  Phillips  and  the  Hon.  Richard  Mditland, 
and  others  (six  in  all),  of  mines  in  Phillipsburgh.  New  York,  dated 
the  1st  of  October,  1771. 

As  evidence  that  the  law  of  1664-5  was  sanctioned,  they  i)ro- 
duced  a  mass  of  evidence,  including  excer])ts  from  ordinance  l)y  the 
Governor  and  (.'ouncil  of  New  York,  for  regulating  and  establisliing 
fees,  &c.,  dated  1  he  19th  of  October,  1710,  rcsjH'.cting  the  fees  for 
licences  of  marriage  and  ])enal  bond.  They  also  produced  extracts 
of  proceedings  in  the  prosecution  of  a  man  named  Dan  Sutton  for 
bigamy  the  5th  of  October,  1672,  which  was  shortly  as  follows: 
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Dan  Sutton  was  charged  with  polygamy  and  confesses  to  marry- 
ing two  wives.  He  denies  his  swearing  liefnie  lie  had  his  licence, 
hut  it  was  proved.  The  petition  of  his'  wife  f<»r  divorce  and  t(j  he 
free  from  the  marriage  was  granted,  and  the  last  marriage  heing 
unlawful  also  declared  null.  For  the  perjuiy  the  prisoner  was 
ordered  to  be  bored  through  the  tongue  with  a  red  hot  intn,  and 
for  the  adultery  to  be  lined  £40  and  suffer  imprisonment  during 
pleasure  of  the  CJ-overiior.  Also  extract  from  the  proceedings  against 
Mary  Jones  in  1680  for  having  a  bastard  child,  she  pretending  to 
be  married  before  delivered ;  but  without  either  licence  or  publica- 
tion.    She  was  fined  £o  or  to  receive  twenty  stripes  on  the  back. 

Sir  r.  Herschell,  Q.  C,  summed  up  the  case  of  Major  F.  H.  Mait- 
land,  and  submitted  that  Major  Maitland  had  made  out  his  claim. 

Asher,  Q.  C,  and  Davey,  Q.  C,  summed  up  the  case  of  Sir  A.  R. 
Gibson  Maitland,  and  submitted  that  the  claimant  iiad  failed  to 
make  out  his  case. 

*The  Lord  Advocate  (Macdonald,  (^  C.)  replied  on  the  [*  7o8] 
part  of  the  Crown. 

July  22,  1885.    Earl  of  Selbokne  :  — 

My  Lords,  I  believe  your  Lordships  have  heard  as  much  of  this 
case  as  you  think  necessary  to  enable  you  to  determine  it. 

The  case  depends  upon  the  single  question,  whether  the 
petitioner's  *great-grandfather,  Lieutenant-Colonel  Eichard  [*  739] 
Maitland,  brother  of  the  seventh  Earl  of  Lauderdale,  was 
lawfully  married  at  New  York,  on  the  11th  of  July,  1772,  to  Mary 
McAdam,  the  mother  of  his  children.  That  being  proved,  every- 
thing else  is  clear.  He  was  by  birth  a  domiciled  Scotchman,  and 
if  he  retained  his  domicil  of  origin  down  to  the  time  of  his  mar- 
riage, the  children,  though  previously  born,  and  though  the 
marriage  was  solemnised  abioad,  thereby  became  legitimate.  The 
omis  of  proving  a  change  of  domicil,  animo  et  facto,  lies  u])on 
those  who  assert  it.  As  to  the  factum,  there  is  nothing  but  military 
service  under  the  Crown  of  (ireat  Britain  for  some  years  in  British 
North  America,  and  residence  in  New  York  in  connection  with  the 
duties  of  that  service,  for  some  time  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage,  and  until  liis  death,  wliich  happened  two  days  after- 
wards. [He  recapitulated  the  facts  proved  in  relation  to  thi' 
questions  of  domicil.] 

I  leave  my  noble  and  learned  friend,  Lord  ^YATsox,  [740] 
to  deal  with  the  suggestion    that   a    marriaue,  solemnised 
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within  two  days  of  a  man's  death,  when  he  was  suffering  from  a 
mortal  disease  of  whicli  he  died,  does  not,  Ly  tlie  law  of 
[*741]  Scotland,  so  legitindse  *  children  previously  horn  as  to 
enable  them  or  their  descendants  to  succeed  to  heritage  by 
descent,  in  preference  to  remoter  heirs.  It  is  enough  for  me  to  say 
that  this  suggestion  was  admitted  to  be  without  support  from 
authority.  Such  authority  as  there  is  upon  the  point  appears  to 
me  to  be  against  it ;  and  no  principle  has  been  explained  on  which 
your  Lordships  can  reasonably  be  asked  now,  for  the  first  time,  to 
lay  down  this  as  the  law  of  Scotland. 

The  sole  question  then  is,  whether  there  is  sufficient  proof  of  a 
lawful  marriage  of  Eichard  Maitland  to  Mary  McAdam  on  the 
11th  of  July,  1772.  That  there  was  a  marriage  in  fact,  by  a 
clergyman,  and  according  to  the  rites  of  the  Church  of  England,  is 
proved  beyond  doubt  by  the  statement  in  writing,  made  within 
six  months  afterwards,  Ijy  Dr.  Ogilvie,  the  clergyman  who  actually 
solemnised  it.  That  statement  is  good  evidence  by  the  law  of 
Scotland,  and  (as  such)  was  properly  received  by  your  Lordships. 
Being  evidence,  it  must  have  weight,  unless  there  is  proof  or 
reasonable  ground  for  presumption  to  the  contrary.  Keasonable 
ground  for  presumption  to  the  contrary  tliere  is  none ;  for  the 
statement  must  have  been  either  true  or  fraudulent ;  the  truth 
was  necessarily  within  Dr.  Ogilvie's  own  knowledge  ;  lie  was  a 
respectable  man,  officiating  mhiister  of  one  of  the  principal  Epis- 
copal churches  in  New  York,  no  motive  for  fraud  <in  his  part  can 
he  suggested  ;  and  fraud  is  not  to  be  presumed.  And,  so  far  from 
there  being  contrary  evidence,  the  statement  is  corroborated  in 
every  way  whicli  could  be  ex]»ected  at  tliis  distance  of  time. 
Colonel  Kichard  Maitland's  three  executors  (of  whom  Dr.  Ogilvie 
was  one)  WTote  to  his  brother  Alexander  within  a  month  of  his 
death  (4th  of  August,  1772)  announcing  that  evi'ut,  and  sending 
a  copy  of  his  will;  and  saying,  "Two  days  before  his  death  he 
married  Mary  McAdam  who  is  mentioned  in  liis  will,  by  whom  he 
lias  three  sons  alive,  and  .she  is  now  big  witli  child.  The  reason 
he  gave  for  tliis  marriage  was  his  disappointment  in  not  selling 
Ids  comj)any  to  ])rovide  for  the  woman  and  children  ;  and  added 
that  ho  thought  himself  bound  in  justice  to  the  children  and 
gratitude  to  lier  for  licr  faitliful  and  affectionate  attention  to  and 
care  of  him  in  his  tcMlious  sickncs'^."  Tlial  letter  was  accomiianied 
by  one   from    Mr.   William  McAdam   (no  relation    of  the   lady), 
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■^  who  was  himself  another  of  the  executors,  and  whom  [*  742] 
Richard  Maitland  had  heen  accustomed  to  consult  about 
his  private  affairs;  in  which  tlie  writer  says,  "I  was  witness, 
with  Dr.  William  Bruce  "  (the  third  executor),  "  to  the  ceremony, 
at  my  dying  friend's  request."  Mary  McAdam  was  recognised  as 
liichard  Maitland's  widow,  hoth  hy  the  War  Office  authorities, 
who  granted  her  a  pension  in  that  character,  and  by  his  family. 
His  brother  Juhn  visited  lier  in  America  in  1777,  and  made  a 
report  of  his  visit  (calling  her  "our  brother  Dick's  widow")  to 
Lord  Lauderdale,  on  the  19th  of  March,  1777.  The  marriage  was 
also  recognised  on  various  occasions,  by  other  disinterested  mem- 
bers of  the  family ;  and  the  children  were  received  and  brought 
up  and  advanced  in  the  world  upon  the  footing  ctf  legitimacy  by 
their  uncles.  Lord  Lauderdale  included. 

It  was,  however,  argued  that  by  a  local  law  of  the  province  of 
New  York,  passed  in  1684  (or  by  one  earlier  still,  of  1665,  which 
however  seems  to  me  to  have  been  virtually  repealed,  so  far  as 
relates  to  marriage,  by  that  of  1G84),  the  publication  of  banns  or 
a  licence  was  made  an  indispensable  preliminary  to  a  lawful  mar- 
riage ;  and  that  this  continued  to  be  the  law  of  that  province  till 
after  1772.  Both  propositions  are  disputed,  and  fairly  disputable; 
but  supposing  them  to  be  made  out,  what  follows  ?  There  is  a 
total  absence  of  proof,  direct  or  indirect,  that  in  this  case  there 
was  no  publication  of  banns  ami  no  licence.  Xo  doubt  there  is 
not  affirmative  proof,  by  register  or  otherwise,  of  these  things ;  but 
the  registers  of  the  marriages  solemnised  by  the  clergy  of  Trinity 
Church  were  not  at  that  time  regularly  kept ;  and  when  they  were 
kept,  it  was  not  the  practice  to  make  any  entries  in  them  as  to 
banns  or  licences.  If  these  preliminaries  were  necessary,  the  rule 
omnia  j^rccsiimuntur  rite  acta  makes  it  your  Lordships'  duty  to 
presume,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  whatever  was 
necessary  was  actually  done.  I  cannot  myself  conceive  any  cir- 
cumstances more  properly  requiring  the  application  of  that  rule. 
Xo  doubt  this  marriage  was  not  (as  in  some  of  the  cases  men- 
tioned at  the  bar)  followed  by  cohabitation  of  the  spouses,  with 
habit  and  repute  of  married  persons.  That  could  not  be,  because 
the  husband  died  within  two  days.  But  the  wdiole  object  of 
Kichard  Maitland  and  Mary  McAdam  was  to  be  lawfully 
*  married;  his,  to  do  justice  before  his  death  to  his  chil-  [*  743] 
dren,  and  to  their  mother  then  expecting  another  child ; 
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hers,  to  obtain  that  status  which  nothing  but  hiwful  wedlock  couki 
confer.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  they  wouhl  knowingly  neglect 
any  legal  requisite  of  marriage.  Whatever  occasion  there  may 
have  been  for  prom})titude  in  fulfilling  their  purpose,  it  was  not 
done  in  a  clandestine  manner ;  the  officiating  minister  was  one  of 
the  husband's  executors,  and  his  other  executors  (one  of  them 
apparently  his  man  of  business)  were  witnesses  to  the  ceremony. 
The  letter  of  the  4th  of  August,  1772,  shows  that  he  had  explained 
his  intention  to  them  beforehand.  Dr.  Ogilvie,  beyond  all  ques- 
tion, must  have  known  what  was  necessary  for  the  validity  of  the 
marriage  ;  it  was  his  duty  to  solemnise  it  in  a  legal,  and  not  in  an 
illegal  manner;  and  if  tlie  law  of  1684  was  in  force,  he  would 
have  been  liable  to  heavy  penalties  if  he  had  done  otherwise.  It 
cannot  rationally  be  suggested  that  the  legal  conditions  of  mar- 
riage, whatever  they  were,  were  not  generally  understood  by  edu- 
cated Englishmen  resident  at  New  York  in  1772,  and  especially 
by  the  clergy  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Cliurch  there.  Dr. 
Ogilvie  himself  was  married  by  licence.  All  proba])ility  is  against 
the  supposition  that  these  things  could  have  been  omitted  if  they 
were  necessary;  and  there  is  nothing  from  which  your  Lordships 
ought  to  infer,  either  (as  far  as  I  can  see),  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  time  for  publication  of  banns  after  llichard  Maitland's 
resolution  was  arrived  at,  or  that  there  would,  at  any  time  before 
the  day  of  the  marriage,  have  been  any  difficulty  in  procuring  a 
licence.  The  question  is  raised  after  the  lapse  of  more  than  a 
century,  and  after  the  death  of  every  one  who  knew  the  real  facts. 
Mary  McAdani  and  her  sons  enjoyed  the  status  of  widow  and  of 
legitimate  children  respectively,  from  the  115th  of  July,  1772 
(when  Piichard  Maitland  died)  for  the  rest  of  their  lives.  The 
onus  of  proving  that  this  marriage,  solenniised  de  facto  by  a 
minister  and  with  the  rites  of  the  Church  of  England,  was  void 
for  want  of  banns  or  licence,  and  that  (as  a  matter  of  fact)  there 
was  no  publication  of  banns  and  no  licence,  rests,  in  my  opinion, 
upon  thos(>  who  say  so.  I  cannot  myself  see  that  there  is  a  scin- 
tilla of  evidfuicc  to  justify  that  conclusion. 

I   therefore   move   your   Lordships   to   resolve  that   the 

[*  744]  ])('titioner,  *  Major  Frederick  ?Tenry  IMaitland,  has  made 

out  his  cliiiiii   to  tlic  llaihloni  of  Lauderdale,  and   to  the 

other  titles,   hononis,   ;ui(l    dignitii's,  in   the   peerage   of   Scotland, 

which  are  mentioned   in  his  petition. 
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Lord  ]>LACKHri;x  :  — 

My  Lords,  1  entirely  concur  in  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the 
noljle  and  learned  Kail  and  in  almost  everything  that  has  been 
said  by  him,  so  much  so  that  1  sliall  add  nothing  except  a  few 
words  upon  the  (question  of  whether  or  not  the  marriage,  which  I 
think  is  proved  here  distinctly  to  have  taken  place,  was  according 
to  the  law  of  the  Province  of  New  York  as  it  existed  in  1772. 

It  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  question  is  not  what  was  the 
^narriage  law  of  the  State  of  New  York  subsequently  to  1772, 
although,  inasmuch  as  after  the  Declaration  of  Independence  the 
United  States  adopted  all  the  previous  legislation,  it  would  be  very 
material  if  it  could  be  shown  that  whilst  the  law  of  the  State  of 
New  York  was  the  same  as  that  of  the  Province  of  New  York  had 
been,  any  American  Courts  of  the  State  of  New  York  had  held 
that  a  licence  or  banns  were  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  marriage 
in  that  State.  That  would  have  shown  that  in  their  opinion  (and 
they  certainly  had  very  good  means  of  knowing  the  fact)  that  had 
been  the  law  of  the  Province  of  New  York.  But  so  far  from  that 
being  the  case,  we  find  that  from  1692,  when  the  first  charter  from 
William  and  Mary  went  out  to  New  York,  down  to  the  time  when 
the  whole  law  of  the  State  of  New  York,  as  one  of  the  United 
States,  was  changed,  in,  I  think,  the  year  1S2S,  and  when  a  (^uite 
different  law  was  substituted, — during  the  whole  of  that  period 
there  is  no  indication  of  any  decision  liy  an  American  Court,  and 
so  far  as  I  can  perceive  no  indication  of  an  opinion  expressed  by 
an  American  lawyer,  that  a  marriage  in  New  York  would  not  be 
valid  unless  there  was  either  a  licence  or  banns. 

Now,  my  Lords,  I  first  start  with  this  proposition  of  law ;  it  was 
(questioned  by  Mr.  Asher,  I  think,  in  the  course  of  his  argument, 
but  I  believe  the  authorities  upon  the  matter  are  uniform  :  when 
the  Province  of  New  York  was  founded  by  the  English  settlers 
who  went  out  there,  those  English  settlers  carried  with  them 
all  the  immunities  and  privileges  and  laws  of  England. 
*  Tiie  Englishmen  in  a  province  which  had  been  so  settled,  [*  74;")] 
were  as  free  Englishmen,  with  as  much  privilege  as  those 
who  remained  in  England.  It  is  true  that  it  is  only  the  law  of 
England  as  it  was  at  that  time  that  such  settlers  carry  with  them ; 
subsequent  legislation  in  England  altering  the  law  does  not  affect 
their  rights  unless  it  is  expressly  made  to  extend  to  the  province 
or  the  colony.     It  is  equally  true  that  in  all  the  books  or  dicta  m 
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which  that  rule  is  laid  down  there  is  always  a  qualification  put 
upon  it  somewhat  of  this  sort :  the  settlers  who  go  out  carry  out 
the  law  so  far  as  it  is  applicable  to  their  new  situation.  Tliat  is  a 
vague  and  general  kind  of  phrase,  but  I  think  it  has  sound  sense 
in  it. 

That  being  so,  from  the  time  when  the  Colony  of  New  York  was 
first  settled  it  had  j^nma  facie  the  marriage  law  of  Ivigland  such 
as  it  was  in  the  latter  part  of  the  seventeenth  century,  such  as 
it  was  from  the  time  of  the  accession  of  Charles  II.,  we  will  say 
until  the  English  Ifevolution  in  1688  ;  it  is  quite  sufticient  for  my 
purpose  to  take  those  dates.  There  is  no  doubt  whatever,  1  believe, 
on  the  part  of  any  English  lawyer,  that  a  marriage  in  England  at 
that  time  solemnised  according  to  the  form  of  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land, and  by  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of  England,  such  as  Dr. 
John  Ogilvie  was,  was  valid  to  constitute  matrimony  :  although 
if  it  was  a  clandestine  or  irregular  marriage  without  banns  or  a 
licence,  the  clergyman  who  performed  it  might  be  lialde  to  censure 
from  his  ecclesiastical  su[)erior,  and  to  punishment  by  his  bishop, 
and  probably  to  i)unishment  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  yet  the 
marriage  was  good. 

Taking  that,  my  Lords,  as  the  first  step,  tlie  real  (piestion  seems 
to  be  :  Is  there  shown  to  l)e  here  any  ground  for  holding  that  the 
law  of  England,  such  as  it  was  in  England,  had  l)ecn  modified  in 
New  York  previously  to  1772?  Erom  the  time  of  the  licvolution 
and  the  accession  of  William  and  Mary  downwards,  there  is  not  a 
pretence  for  saying  that  it  had  been  so  modified.  lUit  it  is  said 
that  it  miijht  have  been  changed  or  modified  before,  during  the 
time  when  James,  Duke  of  York,  had  had  this  province  as  a  pat- 
entee })y  virtue  of  tlie  authority  from  the  Crown  given  to  him  by 
his  ]»rother  Charles  II.  Now  I  think  that  to  some  extent 
[*  746]  sucli  changes  or  modifications  of  the  *]aw  might  have  been 
made  under  a  ])atentof  that  sort.  I  think  it  is  jjretty  obvi- 
ous, when  you  consider  it,  tliat  when  colonists  first  set  out  from  tliis 
country  to  a  new  ])lace  they  cannot  l)e  exjtectiMl  to  take  out  with 
them  nil  the  machinery  t)f  the  law;  they  caiiiu)t  take  out  with 
them  Judges,  and  justices  of  the  ])eace,  and  ([uarter  sessions,  and 
everything  of  that  kind  tlint  is  established  in  England  ;  and  conse- 
<]uently  there  is  a  time  when  they  must  do  justice  in  a  manner 
which  may  be  described  as  rough  and  ready.  I,  therefore,  by  nc 
means  say  that  Charles  II.  had  not  full  ])ower  by  his  prerogative 
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to  say  that  duriii^i,'  the  time  whilst  tlie  necessity  (I  tliiuk  that  is 
the  phrase  used  in  the  patent)  of  the  colonists  required  it,  they 
should  make  ordinances  and  such  things  iov  the  purpose  of  govern- 
ing the  people  at  that  time,  providi'd  always  (and  this  }irovision  is 
carefully  inserted;  that  those  ordinances  are  to  l)e  not  inconsist- 
ent with  or  repugnant  to  the  law  of  England.  1  think  a  tolerably 
good  instance  of  what  was  done  (I  do  not  say  that  it  would  have 
been  all  ([uite  right,  or  that  everything  could  have  been  justitied  if 
it  had  been  questioned)  is  afforded  by  a  case  which  was  cited, 
wliich  occurred  in  the  year  1674,  when  the  Courts  were  not  regu- 
larly formed,  and  when  they  proceeded  in  a  very  rough  mode  at 
once  to  divorce  a  man  from  his  wife,  to  punish  him  for  adultery, 
or  rather  for  bigamy  with  a  second  wife,  whom  he  had  married, 
and  to  punish  him  for  having  committed  perjury.  At  that  time 
all  that  was  quite  right,  except  the  divorce,  as  to  which  it  may  be 
doubted  whether  tliey  had  power  to  make  one.  In  substance  it 
was  all  riiiht  enouiih.  Imt  in  form  it  was  as  rough  as  could  be.  I 
do  not  say  that  if  there  had  been  any  proceedings  taken  against 
them  for  taking  such  steps  they  might  not  have  been  upset:  but 
there  would  have  been  something  to  be  said  in  favour  of  those  who 
were  responsible  for  the  proceedings.  But  no  one  would  for  a  mo- 
ment suppose  that  such  a  })roceeding  as  that  would  be  carried  on 
into  the  law  of  New  York  after  it  had  become  an  established 
province,  and  still  less  that  it  would  be  carried  on  into  the  law  of 
New  York  when  it  had  become  one  of  the  United  States. 

Now,  my  Lords,  I  think  that  if  under  that  authority  the  Gover- 
nor, acting  under  the  Duke  of  Y'ork,  afterwards  had  taken 
*  upon  himself  to  say :  "  Here  are  men  and  Avomen  who  [*  747] 
want  to  be  married  —  we  have  no  bishops  ;  we  have  no 
clergy  ;  "  —  if  that  was  the  fact  (I  think  probably  they  had,  l»ut  it 
is  possible  to  suppose  that  he  should  have  thought  that  and  said 
it),  "  they  cannot  be  married  according  to  the  law  of  P^ngland.  I 
will  take  upon  myself  to  say  that  they  shall  be  married  in  some 
particular  way,  although  that  may  not  be  according  to  the  law  of 
England."  Supposing  he  had  done  that,  I  should  say  it  was  within 
the  spirit  of  the  law,  and  whether  it  would  be  good  or  not  would 
be  a  .matter  for  after  consideration.  *  lUit  if  he  had  intentionally 
and  deliberately  said  :  "  The  law  of  England  is  that  such  and  such 
a  marriage  shall  be  good,  but  T  choose  to  say  that  here  in  New 
York  it  shall  not  be  good  unless  something  else   is   added,"  I  am 
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clear  that  that  would  liave  been  ultra  vires  of  his  authority,  and 
even  James  II.,  although  he  considered  his  prerogative  to  be  ex- 
tremely extensive  and  carried  it  very  far,  would  have  liardly  said 
that  such  a  thing  was  within  the  authority  which  he  could  exercise. 

Xow,  my  Lords,  with  regard  to  what  are  called  the  Duke's  Laws, 
so  far  as  they  bear  npon  marriage,  it  seems  to  me  that  whatever 
they  were  intended  to  say  about  marriage  otherwise,  they  were  not 
intended  to  say  that  a  marriage  which  would  be  good  in  England 
shall  be  bad  if  celebrated  in  New  York.  1  do  not  think  that  was 
meant,  and  if  it  was,  I  am  quite  sure  that  it  would  not  have  been 
adopted.     However,  I  do  not  think  it  was  meant. 

Then  comes  the  law  of  1684,  which  has  been  so  often  referred  to. 
I  doubt  exceedingly,  after  what  we  have  heard,  wliether  it  can  be 
properly  said  that  that  law  of  1684  was  adopted  into  the  law  of  the 
Province  of  Xew  York  afterwards.  It  seems  to  have  been  point- 
edly repudiated  by  the  first  Assembly  which  sat,  and  it  seems  to 
have  been  never,  for  about  seventy  or  eighty  years  at  all  events,  and 
I  think  more,  printed  as  a  law  in  any  of  the  collections  of  the  stat- 
utes that  were  printed,  and  I  doubt  if  it  was  ever  adopted  as  a  law 
of  New  York  at  all.  People  who  have  been  making  historical  re- 
searches after  the  law  of  New  York  was  changed,  have  discovered 
those  documents,  which  have  been  produced  before  us,  which  I 
have  no  doubt  are  genuine  documents,  but  I  have  not  seen 
[*  748]  the  slightest  reason  to  think  that  this  law  liad  *  ever  been 
incorporated  into,  or  adopted  in,  the  law  of  tlie  Province  of 
Ncnv  York,  whilst  it  was  a  province,  or  of  the  State  of  New  York 
before  they  changed  their  laws  in  1828. 

But  supposing  it  had  been,  I  tliink  upon  the  construction  of  it 
we  must  rememl)er  what  has  been  so  pointedly  and  strongly  laid 
down  by  many  Judges  with  regard  to  the  law  of  maiTiage,  that  al- 
though it  may  be  enacted  that  a  marriage  which  could  otherwise 
have  been  a  good  marriage,  shall  not  in  future;  be  a  good  marriage 
unless  there  be  this  or  that  attached  to  it,  tiie  burden  is  upon 
t]ios(!  who  say  tliat  such  a  tiling  has  l)een  enacted  to  show  dis- 
tinctly ihat  it  lias  1)e,en  enacted.  A  case  before  Dr.  Lushington 
was  cited,  in  which  he  said  that  so  strongly  as  thnt  the  words  of 
llic  (■iiacliiicni  should  be,  jiositivc  and  al)solute  iu  oi'der  to  have 
that  crt'cct.  1  am  in<-lin('d  t(»  think  tliat  he  went  a  little  too  far  if 
he  said  as  much  as  lliat  ;  ])ut  that  the  burden  rests  strongly  upon 
those  wlio  deny  the  validity  of  a  maiiiagc  to  show  that  the  enact- 
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lueut  clogged  marriage  with  a  condilidii  pifcedeut,  and  did  nut 
merely  e.stal)lisli  a  penalty  upon  the  persons  who  did  what  wa.s 
irregular  and  improper,  is  I  thiidc  quite  (dear. 

My  Lords,  viewing  it  in  that  light,  I  think  tlie  law  of  1084  did 
not  do  more  than  say  that  if  a  marriage  is  good  in  England  as  this 
marriage  by  Dr.  Ogilvie  would  unquestionably  have  been  if  it  had 
taken  place  in  England,  nevertheless,  if  it  is  performed  here,  the 
minister  wdio  performs  it  shall  he.  subject  to  penalties,  unless  there 
is  a  licence  or  banns.  And  further,  I  think,  it  would  almost  follow 
as  a  self-evident  matter  that  a  clergyman  who  was  performing  a 
marriage  in  New  York  at  that  time,  when  the  vovage  from  Lorn  Ion 
occupied  so  long  that  he  could  not  be  reasonably  expected  to  get 
a  licence  from  the  bishop,  who  was  his  ecclesiastical  superior, 
namely,  the  Bishop  of  Londun,  I  thiid-:  it  would  almost  follow  that 
uettinu  a  licence  from  the  (Tovernor  of  the  colonv  would  l)e  sulli- 
cient.  Certainly  the  distance  would  have  led  the  Bishop  of  Lon- 
don to  think  that  he  ought  not  to  itunisli  Dr.  Ogilvie  for  an  eccle- 
siastical irregularity  in  performing  a  marriage  if  he  had  a  licence 
from  the  Governor. 

My  Lords,  looking  at  it  altogether,  it  appears  to  me  to  come  to 
this  :  whether  Dr.  Ogilvie  would  have  been  punishable  or  not,  the 
marriage  was  good  if  it  was  in  fact  performed.  Taking 
that  *  view  of  it,  the  question  whether  there  was  a  licence  [*  749] 
or  not  does  not  arise.  But  I  completely  agree  with  what 
was  said  by  the  noble  and  learned  Earl  opposite  as  to  the  general 
principle,  that  where  there  is  a  marriage  proved  to  have  been  sol- 
emnised de  facto  110  years  ago,  by  people  who  intended  that  it 
should  be  a  good  marriage,  who  did  it  all  honCi  fide  and  openly, 
every  presumption  ought  to  be  made  in  favour  of  anything  that 
was  requisite  having  been  done,  if  there  was  anything  requisite 
to  give  it  validity  and  sanction.  And  consequently,  if  I  thought 
that  a  licence  was  necessary,  which  T  do  not,  T  think  we  ought  to 
infer  that  there  was  a  licence. 

I  may  observe  tliat  altlmugh  I  say  that  T  do  not  think  a  licence 
was  necessary,  it  does  not  to  my  mind  by  any  means  follow  that 
there  was  not,  or  might  not  be,  good  ground  for  thinking  that  a 
licence  was  in  fact  taken  out.  Dr.  Ogilvie,  although  he  might 
probably  think  that  he  would  not  be  much  blamed  for  performing 
the  marriage  in  this  way  without  a  licence,  would  know  that  he 
was  doinfT  somethinti  at  least  irregular,  if  a  licence  was  re(iuired 
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and  one  had  not  been  obtained,  and  therefore  tliat  it  wouhl  be 
much  safer  and  better  to  get  a  licence ;  and  accordingly  one  would 
probably  have  been  got.  If  the  marriage  had  been  questioned  a 
year  or  two  afterwards,  that  would  be  no  reason,  I  think,  for  as- 
suming, contrary  to  the  fact,  that  there  had  been  a  licence  ;  but  it 
is  an  excellent  reason  at  the  end  of  100  years  for  not  upsetting 
the  marriage  without  any  evidence  at  all  except  merely  the  absence 
of  affirmative  evidence  for  presuming  that  there  was  not  a  licence. 
However,  my  Lords,  in  my  view  of  the  case  it  is  not  necessary  for 
us  to  decide  that,  because  I  feel  very  strongly  that  it  has  not  been 
made  out  that  a  licence  was  at  all  required. 

My  Lords,  as  to  the  rest  of  the  case,  I  thoroughly  agree  in  all 
that  the  noble  and  learned  Earl  opposite  has  said.  It  is  not,  1 
think,  pretended,  that  the  fact  of  its  having  been  on  death-bed  has 
the  effect  of  reducing  the  marriage  itself,  and  the  contention  that 
it  produced  a  result  affecting  the  heirship  seems  to  me  utterly  un- 
tenable. Upon  that  I  will  say  nothing  except  that  I  thoroughly 
agree  in  what  has  been  said,  and  in  wliat  I  have  no  doubt  will  be 

said  afterwards. 
[*  750]       *  Lord  Watson  :  — • 

My  Lords,  that  a  ceremony  of  marriage  between  the 
Hon.  Colonel  Eichard  Maitland  and  Mary  McAdam,  was  performed 
in  the  city  of  New  York  in  America,  on  the  11th  of  July,  177^, 
according  to  the  ritual  of  the  Church  of  England,  appears  to  me  to 
be  established  beyond  reasonable  doubt.  Tlie  fact  of  celebration  is 
attested  by  tlie  officiating  clergyman,  John  Ogilvie,  wlio  had  been 
duly  admitted  to  Holy  Orders  in  England,  and  was,  at  the  time 
wlien  the  ceremony  took  place,  one  of  the  assistant  ministers  of 
Trinity  Church,  in  the  city  of  New  York.  The  facts,  which  John 
Ogilvie  thus  affirmed  by  his  subscri])tion,  were  necessarily  within 
his  personal  knowledge  ;  and  there  is  nothing  whatever  in  the  evi- 
dence tending  to  prove,  or  even  to  suggest,  that  the  reverend 
gentleman  had  any  motive  to  make,  or  did  make,  a  false  affirmation. 
On  the  coutrni'v,  tlie  truth  of  the  statement  t(»  which  he  set  his 
signature  is  confirmed  by  all  the  evidence  bearing  u])on  this  part 
of  tlie  case. 

Colonel  ^lailland  died  on  llic  l.'ltb  July,  1 772,  two  days  after 
tlie  cenmiony.  His  death  and  his  marriage  were  communicated, 
at  one  and  the  same  time,  to  liis  relatives  in  Scotland,  by  the  Rev. 
John  Ogilvie,  William  Bruce,  and  William  McAdam,  three  of  the 
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executors  ap[H)iiitiMl  under  lii.s  will ;  and  Williaiu  McAdam,  who 
was  admittedly  an  intimate  acquaintance  of  the  deceased,  wrote  to 
his  brother,  the  Hon.  Colonel  Alexander  Maitland,  on  the  4tli  of 
August,  1772,  that  he  had  heen  "witness,  with  Dr.  Bruce,  to  the 
ceremony  at  my  dying  friend's  request."  Without  going  into  de- 
tails, it  is  sutticient  to  say  that,  in  America,  the  ceremony  of  the 
11th  of  July  was  fully  recognised  as  having  constituted  a  marriage 
between  the  deceased  and  j\Iary  McAdam  ;  and  that  the  relations 
of  the  deceased,  in  Scotland,  accepted  the  statement  conveyed  to 
them,  that  he  and  Mary  McAdam  were  married  persons.  The 
evidence  shows  that,  from  1772  until  the  recent  origin  of  the 
present  lis,  the  fact  of  their  marriage  was  never  questioned ; 
although  it  does  appear  that  some  members  of  Colonel  liichard 
Maitland's  family  entertained  a  doubt  whether  his  marriage  had 
in  law  the  effect  of  legitimating  his  three  sons  born  before  wedlock, 
from  one  of  whom  the  claimant,  Major  Maitland,  is  de- 
scended. At  this  distance  of  time,  the  family  repute  of  *  mar-  [*  751] 
riage  is  an  important  item  of  proof  in  support  of  the  fact 
of  marriage ;  but  family  belief  or  opinion  as  to  the  legal  effect  of 
that  marriage  on  the  status  of  the  claimant,  which  is  purely  a 
question  of  law,  cannot  affect  the  decision  of  this  case. 

It  has,  however,  been  strenuously  argued  that,  assuming  the 
celebration  of  the  marriage  to  be  proved,  it  was  not  attended  with 
those  formalities  which,  according  to  the  law  which  prevailed  in 
the  Colony  of  Xew  York  in  the  year  1772,  were  necessary  to  its 
validity,  in  respect  that  it  was  not  preceded  by  publication  of 
banns  or  a  licence  from  the  governor.  It  does  not  admit  of  dis- 
pute, that  the  marriage,  though  celebrated  by  a  qualified  minister, 
must  yet  be  held  to  be  invalid,  if  it  can  be  shown  that,  according 
to  the  lex  loci,  banns  or  a  licence  were  essential  to  the  constitution 
of  marriage,  and  that  these  preliminaries  were  neglected. 

Notwithstanding  the  assistance  which  has  been  given  us  by  able 
and  erudite  lawyers  from  the  other  side  of  the  Atlantic,  I  have 
felt  great"  dithculty  in  forming  a  satisfactory  opinion  as  to  the  pre- 
cise state  of  the  marriage  law  in  the  Colony  of  Xew  York  in  the 
year  1772.  That  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  so  much  a  question  of 
American  as  of  P^nglish  law ;  although  American  lawyers  are  prob- 
ably more  familiar  than  ourselves  with  the  legal  history  of  the 
colony ;  and  the  decisions  of  the  Courts  of  Xew  York,  after  the 
"Declaration    of    Independence,    might    throw    some    light    upon 
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the  law  administered  in  the  colony  before  their  institution ;  but 
the  American  decisions  to  which  we  have  been  referred  are  of  a 
date  long  subsequent  to  the  Declaration  of  Independence,  and  are 
by  no  means  conclusive;  and  the  learned  gentlemen  who  have 
been  examined  before  us  differ  so  much  in  o})inion  tliat  I  have 
satisfaction  in  thinking  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  undertake  the 
task  of  deciding  between  them.  Apart  altogether  from  the  inter- 
esting controversy  which  is  raised  by  their  evidence,  there  appear 
to  me  to  be  sufficient  materials  for  the  decision  of  the  present 
case. 

His  Majesty  King  Charles  II.,  in  making  a  grant  of  the  colony 
to  his  brother  the  Duke  of  York  in  March,  1664,  directed  him  to 
govern  the  inhabitants  according  to  such  laws,  orders,  and  ordi- 
nances as  should  be  by  him   established,  and  in  default  thereof, 

according  to  the  good  discretion  of  his  deputies;  ])ut  so 
[*  752]  as  such  *  ordinances  and  proceedings  "  be  not  contrary  to 

but  as  near  as  conveniently  may  be  agreeable  to  the  laws, 
statutes,  and  government  of  this  our  realm  of  Kngland."  The 
terms  of  the  letters  patent  clearly  indicate  that  the  law  of  England 
was  to  be  the  basis  of  the  colonial  law;  and  that  no  dejiarture 
from  it  was  to  be  permitted  in  any  substantial  particular.  In  my 
humble  opinion,  what  your  Lordships  have  to  ascertain,  for  the 
purposes,  of  this  case,  is  not  what  law  ought  to  have  been  enforced 
in  the  colony  in  1772,  but  what  law  was  de  fucin  recognised  and 
administered  at  that  time.  It  would,  in  my  opinion,  lie  a  mon- 
strous proceeding  to  bastardise  a  wliole  generation  of  colonists, 
whose  parents  had,  married  in  reliance  on  the  law  as  then  admin- 
istered, because  the  authorities  to  wlioni  its  administration  was 
committed  had  misinterpreted,  or  failed  to  give  eM'ect  to,  tlie  pro- 
visions of  an  ancient  statute.  The  impression  wliich  I  have  de- 
rived from  the  evidence  is,  that  in  the  yeai-  1772  the  Duke  of 
York's  Acts  relating  to  marriage  were  not  in  force,  and  that  the 
marriage  law  of  the  colony  was  substantially  the  same  with  tliat 
prevailing  in  England.  One  thing  is  certain,  that  some  of  the  ]iro- 
visions  of  the  Duke  of  ^'oi-k's  Art  of  1()S4,  wliich  it  was  llic  ihity 
of  the  government  l-()  enforce,  if  tlic;  Act  was  in  oliservance,  such 
as  the  establisliment  of  a  county  register  for  preserving  in  jicr- 
jietiidiii  rci  'iiirinoriii III  all  ccitilicates  of  ])roclaniation  of  banns  and 
of  marriage,  were  in  complete  abeyance. 

On  the  assumption  that,  in  1772,  the  marriage  law  of  the  colony 
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was  regulated  solely  by  the  Duke's  Act  of  1G84,  which  requires 
that  marriage  shall  be  preceded  either  by  publication  of  banns  or 
a  licence  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  (iovernor,  that  Act  does 
not  appear  to  me  to  make  nullity  of  a  marriage  entered  into  with- 
out those  preliminaries,  one  of  the  penalties  of  its  contravention. 
It  enacts  that:  "  If  any  man  shall  presume  to  marry  contrary  to 
the  law  prescribed,  the  person  offending  shall  be  proceeded  against 
as  for  fornication."  It  does  not  enact  that  he  shall  be  proceeded 
against  "  for  fornication,"  of  which  offence  he  would  undoubtedly 
have  been  guilty,  if  there  was  no  marriage ;  but  that  he  shall  be 
subject  to  the  same  penalties  as  if  he  had  committed  the  sin  of 
fornication.  The  enactment  superseded  the  previous  law 
upon  the  same  subject  passed  in  1665,  which  *  expressly  [*75.';)] 
provided  that  the  children  born  of  such  a  marriage  should 
be  reputed  bastards.  The  omission  of  that  penalty  in  the  Act  of 
1684  is  very  significant;  and  its  significance  is  not  diminished  by 
the  fact  that  one  of  the  penalties  attached  to  fornication  was  "by 
injoyning  marriage."  The  only  other  penalties  attached  to  forni- 
cation, were  fine  or  corporal  punishment,  neither  of  which  could 
imply  tliat  the  marriage  was  to  be  annulled ;  and  it  appears  to  me 
to  be  impossible  to  hold  that  an  injunction  to  marry,  in  the  case 
of  actual  fornicators,  must  be  read  as  an  injunction  to  dissolve  a 
marriage  already  contracted,  in  the  case  of  persons  who  were  to  be 
punished  in  the  same  way  as  if  they  had  been  guilty  of  fornication. 
I  have  only  to  add  that,  if  I  had  been  satisfied  that  the  Duke 
of  York's  Laws  were  in  viridl  ohserrantid  in  1772,  and  that  accord- 
ing to  these  laws  there  could  be  no  valid  marriage  without  banns 
or  licence,  that  would  not  have  altered  my  opinion  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  marriage  solemnised  l)etween  the  Hon.  Colonel 
Eichard  Maitland  and  Mary  McAdam.  The  actual  celebration 
and  subsequent  repute  of  marriage  are  completely  established, 
and  the  legal  presumption,  which  in  these  circumstances  arises  in 
favour  of  marriage,  the  opposing  claimant  cannot  rebut,  except 
by  disproving  every  reasonable  probability  that  there  could  have 
been  an  antecedent  licence.  After  what  has  been  already  said 
by  your  Lordships,  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  demonstrate  the 
utter  failure  of  the  opposing  claimant  to  discharge  himself  of 
that  onus.  His  own  evidence  as  to  the  state  of  the  registers  of 
marriage  documents  in  New  York  in  1772  seems  to  me  to  render 
it  not  only  possible,  but  probable,  that  a  licence  might  have  been 
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duly  issued  and  acted  upon  at  that  time,  and  that  it  might,  not- 
withstanding, be  impossible  to  trace  the  document  in  the  year 
1885. 

I  shall  not  occupy  your  Lordships'  time  by  making  comments 
upon  the  evidence,  which  was  referred  to  at  the  Bar,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that,  in  July,  1772,  Colonel  Eichard  Maitland 
had  lost  his  Scotch  domicil.  The  evidence  affords  but  scanty 
materials  for  maintaining  such  a  proposition  ;  and  even  the  in- 
genuity of  counsel  failed  to  give  it  an  aspect  of  plausibility. 

The  last  plea  advanced  by  the  opposing  claimant  was, 
[*754]  that,  by  *  the  law  of  Scotland,  Colonel  Eichard  ]\Iaitland, 
being  then  on  death-bed,  could  not  by  his  marriage,  in 
July,  1772,  legitimise  his  three  sons  who  had  been  previously 
born,  to  the  prejudice  of  any  future  heir  entitled  to  succeed  to  the 
honours  of  the  Lauderdale  family.  That  is  a  very  remarkable 
plea,  because,  from  the  time  when  Sir  Thomas  Qraig  wrote  his  jus 
feudale,  until  it  was  abolished  by  Act  of  Parliament  in  1871,  the 
law  of  death-bed  was,  according  to  all  tlie  authorities,  limited  in 
its  application  to  deeds,  instruments,  or  writings  executed  in  le.cto 
to  the  prejudice  of  tlie  heir  alioqvin  successui'us.  The  only  shadow 
of  authority  produced  in  support  of  the  plea  is  a  statement  which 
occurs  in  a  useful  text-liook  published  in  1866,  to  the  effect  that: 
"  It  is  doul)tful  whether  legitimation  can  take  place,  so  as  to 
exclude  the  heir-at-law,  in  heritage,  when  the  marriage  is  entered 
into  on  death-l)ed."  The  Scotch  authorities  cited  in  the  footnote 
to  this  text  affirm  the  law  as  I  have  already  stated  it,  though  it 
appears  from  his  answers  to  two  of  Dirloton's  Doubts  that  Steuart 
thought  tlie  law  ought  to  have  been  settled  otherwise.  The  sole, 
and  most  inadequate  reason,  wliich  the  learned  author  assigns  fur 
throwing  doubt  upon  the  law  which  prevailed  without  question 
for  three  centuries,  is  the  circumstance  that  the  late  Mr.  EiddelP 
in  the  course  of  liis  antiquarian  researches,  discovered,  or  thought 
he  had  discovered,  that  Sir  Tliomas  Craig  was  mistaken  as  to  the 
facts  of  a  case  (and  that  not  a  litigated  case)  whicli  he  cites,  not 
as  settling,  1)ut  as  illustrating,  the  operation  of  tlie  law. 

I  concur  in  tlui  motion  which  has  been  proposed  by  the  noble 
and  learneil  Lnil. 

Lord  liiiAMWELi, :  — 

My    Lords,   u])on   tlu>   question  of    domicil   T    will   say  nothing 

^  See  IlidileU's  Tracts,  Loi^al,  &v.,  p.  155,  aud  Kiddoll  on  I'ucraires,  vol.  i.  .'521,  n. 
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more  than  this,  that  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  absohitely  not  a 
particle  of  evidence  to  show  that  Colonel  llichard  ]\Iaitland  ever 
lost  his  doniicil  of  origin  and  acquired  another.  Upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  Scotch  law  it  would  he  presumption  in  me  to  offer 
any  opinion ;  all  I  will  .say  is  that  I  should  not  have  expected 
anything  so  utterly  unreasonable  as  the  suggested  law 
as  to  a  *  death-bed  marriage  to  exist  in  Scotland,  and  T  [*  755] 
am  glad  to  find  that  it  does  not. 

Then,  my  Lords,  with  respect  to  the  other  question,  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  marriages  That  a  ceremony  of  marriage  took 
place  in  point  of  fact  between  the  two  parties.  Colonel  Maitland 
and  Mary  McAdam,  I  really  think  there  cannot  be  the  least 
doubt,  and  it  would  be,  in  my  opinion,  idle  to  go  into  the  par- 
ticular evidence  in  support  of  it.  Then  the  question  is  whether 
that  marriage,  which  to6k  place  in  fact,  was  a  valid  one  or  not. 
I  do  not  think,  with  submission  to  my  noble  and  learned  friends 
opposite,  that  it  is  necessary  to  go  into  the  question,  of  the 
American  law  upon  tlie  subject,  at  least  to  go  into  the'  question 
of  what  was  the  law  in  the  colony  at  the  time.  To  say  the  truth, 
I  rather  deprecate  doing  so,  because  it  would  look  as  if  out'  had 
some  doubt,  or  it  might  be  thought  that  one  had  some  doubt,' 
upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  other  reasons  given  by  the  noble  and 
learned  P'.arl  by  my  side  (the  PLvuL  of  Selborxe),  for  holding  this 
marriage  to  be  a  valid  one. 

My  Lords,  the  maxim  upon  which  we  ought  to  act  has  been 
mentioned  by  his  Lordship,  and  I  will  not  repeat  it.  With 
regard  to  the  question  that  those  things  took  place  which  are  to 
be  presumed,  the  burden  of  proof  rests  upon  those  who  say  that 
they  did  not  take  place.  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  requisites 
of  a  valid  marriage  existed ;  it  is  for  those  who  deny  that  to  show- 
that  they  did  not  exist.  My  Lords,  instead  of  their  having 
shown  that  to  my  satisfaction,  I  am  satisfied  upon  the  evidence 
that  those  requisites  did  exist.  T  am  satisfied  upon  the  evidence 
that  there  was  either  a  publication  of  banns  here,  or,  what  I  should 
think  much  niore  probable,  a  licence  :  and  for  these  reasons.  The 
practice,  uiuloul)tedly,  was  to  liave  either  banns  or  a  licence  ;  tliat 
is  proved  l)eyond  doubt.  It  is  proved  that  Dr.  Ogilvie  himself 
was  married  by  licence.  And  the  more  'My.  Asher  i)roved  what 
I  may  call  the  necessity,  or  the  ])ropriety,  or  the  practice  of  there 
being  a  licence  or  banns  in  this  case,  the  more,  to  my  mind,  he 
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proved  that  there  was  either  the  one  or  the  other  of  those  two 
things,  because,  as  the  noble  and  learned  Earl  by  my  side  has  said, 
this  was  not  a  case  in  which  the  parties  were  hurriedly  marrying 
to  gratify  some  impatient  passion,  and  perhaps  taking  no 
[*  756]  very  great  *  pains  as  to  whether  things  were  strictly  com- 
formable  to  rule  or  not,  but  it  was  a  deliberate  business- 
like matter,  done  by  persons  who  knew  what  they  were  doing,  who 
knew  the  law,  or,  at  all  events,  knew  what  was  supposed  to  be  the 
law ;  it  was  not  done  clandestinely  ;  and  I  think  that  if  anybody 
were  asked  at  this  moment  to  say  why,  if  the  law  or  the  practice 
was  to  have  a  licence  or  a  publication  of  banns,  there  was  none  in 
this  case,  it  would  be  utterly  impossible  to  give  a  reason  why  such 
licence  or  banns  did  not  exist  in  this  particular  case.  The  sug- 
gestion has  been  made  that  the  marriage  was  upon  death-bed  and 
in  somewhat  of  a  hurry,  but  it  was  not' in  such  a  hurry  that  a 
licence  could  not  have  been  obtained.  Then  I  say  here  is  a  quiet 
deliberate  marriage,  not  clandestine,  a  marriage  with  witnesses,  and 
entered  into  with  the  object  of  making  the  lady  a  valid  widow,  if 
I  may  use  the  expression,  so  as  to  entitle  her  to  a  pension  ;  it 
seems  to  me  impossible  to  suppose  that  under  those  circumstances 
the  parties  would  not  have  provided  themselves  with  the  necessary 
licence  or  banns. 

Then,  in  addition  to  that,  we  have  the  evidence  that  the  mar- 
riage was  recognised,  not  in  words  but  in  fact,  by  all  the  relations 
and  by  the  Crown,  who  treated  the  marriage  as  having  been 
a  marriage  validly  contracted. 

Now  what  is  the  evidence  against  these  considerations,  which 
to  my  mind  are  as  cogent  as  any  which  I  ever  met  with  in  sup- 
port of  any  proposition  ?  The  only  suggestion  is  that  there  is  no 
record  either  of  banns  or  of  a  licence,  and  there  is  not.  Now  that 
might  be  a  valid  consideration  to  some  extent  (it  would  certainly 
not  be  all-powerful),  if  it  were  shown  that  there  was  a  regular 
record  of  marriages  or  of  banns  or  licences,  and  that  there  was  an 
omission  to  mention  the  banns  or  licence  under  which  these 
people  got  married.  l>ut  then^  is  nothing  of  the  kind.  It  is  a 
remarkalde  circnnistance  that  there  is  no  record  fioiii  which  it 
can  be  said  that  a  mention  of  these  matters  is  missing.  On  the 
contrary,  inasmuch  as  we  see  that  there  are  some  mentions  of 
licences  granted  and  no  mention  of  any  ])oiid,  or  evidence  of  any 
bond  ;  and  that  there  are  other  cases  where  there  is  evidence  of  a 
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Itoml,  but  no  eviileiicc  of  a  licence,  it  follows  that  there  were 
sometimes  licences  of  whicii  there  is  no  record,  and  some- 
times *  bonds  of  which  there  is  no  record.  Then  we  have  [*  T'lT] 
to  suppose  in  tliis  ])aitifular  case  (and  it  is  a  reasonable 
supposition,  too,  considering  the  paucity  of  instances  in  whicli 
there  are  records  of  any  of  these  transacti(jns)  that  the  thing  took 
place,  but  that  there  was  no  record  eitlior  of  the  licence  or  of  the 
bond  which  had  been  given.  Then  I  say  that  we  have  in  my 
tipinic^n  the  most  cogent  considerations  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
that  this  was  a  valid  marriage;  and  the  evidence  to  show  that  it 
was  not  is  absolutely  worthless. 

I  am  very  glad  to  think  your  Lordships  are  coming  to  this 
conclusion,  I  will  not  say  are  driven  to  come  to  this  conclusion, 
that  is  not  the  accurate  w-ord,  I  would  rather  say  must  come  to 
this  conclusion,  because  I  lielieve  that  any  other  would  be  most 
mischievous. 

Lord  FitzGerald  :  — 

My  Lords,  I  entirely  concur.  It  appeared  to  me  from  the 
conimencement  of  this  investigation  tliat  there  were  two  matters 
of  fact  from  which,  if  they  could  be  successfully  established,  the 
legal  results  were  inevital)le,  notwithstanding  the  point  which  was 
raised  at  the  conclusion  as  to  the  effect  of  a  death-bed  marriage. 
Those  tw'o  facts  were,  first,  that  Colonel  Richard  Maitland,  the 
ancestor  of  the  claimant,  had  not  parted  with  his  domicil  of  origin, 
and  next  that  a  ceremony  of  marriage  had  been  celebrated  which, 
in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  we  may  call  a  legal 
marriage. 

LTpon  the  question  of  domicil,  that  is  to  say,  that  Colonel 
Kichard  Maitland  had  never  lost  his  domicil  of  origin,  the  evi- 
dence is  all  one  way.  .  .  . 

Now,  my  Lords,  let  us  pass  to  the  fact  of  this  marriage.  .  .  .   [758] 

AVe  have  established  before  us  the  fact  of  a  marriage,  [759] 
apparently  legal,  celebrated  by  an  experienced  officiating 
clergyman  of  the  Church  of  England,  because  he  had  been  so  for 
sixteen  or  seventeen  years  •  he  was  a  minister,  ordained  in  this 
country,  and  had  gone  out  specialh'  to  Albany,  and  he  had  been 
for  many  years  one  of  the  officiating  clergymen  at  the  church  of 
the  Holy  Trinity  in  New  York. 

It  was  said  in  argument,  both  by  Mr.  Asher  and  Mr.  Davey,  that 
in  the  case  of   a  death-bed   marriage  of  this  kind,  the  ordinary 
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maxim,  "  Omnia  prfesummitur  rite  esse  acta,"  would  not  apply, 
because  the  marriage  had  not  been,  as  it  usually  is,  followed  by 
cohabitation  and  recognition  during  the  lifetime  of  both  of  the 
parties  to  the  marriage.  I  took  the  liberty  of  reminding  Mr. 
Davey,  and  he  seemed  rather  startled  at  it,  that  that  defect  in  the 

case  was  more  than  supplied  by  the  fact  that  immediately 
[*  760]   after  *  the  marriage,  and  for  more  than  one  hundred  years 

afterwards,  there  was  a  recognition  of  it  by  the  family,  in 
fact,  down  to  the  death  of  the  late  Earl  of  Lauderdale.  During 
all  that  time  there  was  a  family  recognition,  as  appears  upon 
the  documentary  evidence  with  the  case,  of  the  fact  of  the  legality 
of  this  marriage,  and  that  the  woman,  Mary  McAdam,  was  the 
lawful  widow  of  Colonel  Eichard  Maitland. 

There  is  one  remarkable  and  somewhat  interesting  document 
in  the  case,  namely,  a  letter  from  John  Maitland,  the  brother  of 
Colonel  Richard  Maitland,  who  was  also  an  ofiicer  serving  in 
America,  written  at  the  time  when  he  was  in  New  Brunswick. 
The  force  of  which  he  was  in  command  had  in  the  course  of  the 
American  war  taken  some  small  village  or  town  in  New  Bruns- 
wick, and  he  writes,  with  some  surprise,  "  We  found  here  our 
brother  Dick's  widow,"  descril)ing  her  in  that  letter  as  the  widow 
of  his  brotber  Dick.  Tbat  recognition  may  be  followed  down 
tlirough  all  the  course  of  the  documents.  And  coming  by  a  jump 
at  once  to  tlie  year  1820,  there  is  a  remarkable  document,  namely, 
a  memorandum  signed  on  the  29th  of  March,  1820,  by  "A.  C. 
Maitland  (libson"  and  "Frederick  Maitland,"  both  members  of 
the  family,  in  wliicli  slie  is  recognised  and  spoken  of  as  Mrs. 
Maitlaml,  tlie  widow  of  llichard.  Again,  you  come  to  the  printed 
book  prepared  so  carefully  by  Mr.  fFohn  Maitland,  in  which  there 
is  again  recognised  and  recorded  for  family  ])urposes  tliis  marriage 
of  1772.  He  has  taken  care  to  remark  it  by  this  statement,  that 
three  of  the  sons  were  born  l)efoi-e  the  marriage,  but  that  there 
was  one,  a  fourth,  wlio  if  he  had  Ywod  woidd  have  been  a  legiti- 
mate son  of  that  marriage.  Now  the  meaning  of  that  record  is 
plain.  Tt  was  not  fully  a])preciated  l)y  the  parties  that  a  marriage 
in  America  of  a  domiciled  Scotcliman  was  a  Scotcli  marriage,  and 
tliat  tliat  marriage  would  cairy  with  it  all  Ihc  (■onse(][uences  of  a 
subsequent  marriage  in  Scotland  in  legitimating  the  previously 
born  children.  It  is  ])lain  that  it  was  supposed  tlien  by  the 
member  of  the  family  who  was  the  compiler  of  that  book,  tliat 
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that  law  did  not  apply  to  a  marriage  celebrated  in  America,  and 
that  by  establishing  it  as  a  matter  of  family  record  tliat  three 
<jf  the  children  were  b(jrn  Ijefore  marriage,  they  would  Ije  illegiti- 
mate and  would  be  excluded  from  the  succession,  if  it  ever 
opened  *  to  them,  or  to  the  descendants  of  any  of  those  [*7ni] 
three  elder-born  children  ;  the  fourth,  the  younger  one, 
having  died  without  issue. 

My  Lords,  upon  those  facts  there  can  l)e  nodoulit  that  the  prin- 
ciple applies  which  was  so  clearly  laid  down  in  strong  and  unmis- 
takable lanffuafje  in  the  case  of  Pv'r>i  v.  ]Hers,  2  II.  [..  ( ".  '.VM, 
2  Dru.  &  AV.  298,  in  tliis  House,  whicli  had  already  Ije'eu  clearly 
stated  in  an  earlier  branch  of  the  case  by  Lord  Pluxket,  that  when 
the  fact  of  a  marriage,  which  was  an  apparently  legal  marriage, 
is  established,  the  law  presumes,  until  the  contrary  is  plainly 
and  clearly  established,  that  all  that  was  required  to  give  it  legal 
validity  and  force  took  place. 

I  should  prefer,  my  Lords,  in  place  of  dealing  either  with  the 
opinions  of  American  lawyers  or  with  the  Duke's  Laws,  or  with 
the  Act  of  1684,  to  rest  upon  that  settled  and  satisfactory  doctrine 
x)f  law  in  this  case,  that  when  once  the  fact  of  the  celebration  of  an 
apparently  legal  marriage  is  proved,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that 
■everything  has  be6n  rightly  done  until  the  contrary  is  established 
liy  some  unmistakable  proof.  Tt  would  be  full  of  danger  if  we 
were  in  the  slightest  degree  to  shake  that  principle ;  and  it  is  well 
illustrated  by  the  present  case,  when  as  to  a  marriage  which  was 
undoubtedly  celebrated  in  1772,  we  are  asked  112  years  after- 
wards, on  litigation  arising,  to  call  for  proof  of  the  publication  of 
banns  or  the  fact  of  the  grant  of  a  licence,  which  in  ninety-nine 
cases  out  of  one  hundred  it  would  be  a  practical  impossibility  to 
give.  I  do  not  wish,  therefore,  by  any  observations  which  I  make 
that  that  doctrine  should  be  in  the  least  degree  shaken,  and  I 
shall  only  add  that  if  it  were  necessary  to  deal  with  the  Duke's 
Laws  or  the  Act  of  1684,  assuming  that  tliose  laws  were  in  force,  I 
should  myself  rec[uire  a  great  deal  more  than  I  have  heard  to 
establish  to  my  satisfaction  that  under  these  laws  the  grant  of  a 
licence  or  the  publication  of  banns  was  what  Mr.  Asher  called  an 
essential  pre-requisite,  the  want  of  which  would  invalidate  the 
marriage.  As  far  as  I  am  at  present  able  to  form  a  judgment 
upon  that  part  of  the  case,  I  should  humbly  concur  in  what  lias 
fallen    from    my  noble    and   learned  friend.  Lord  Blackburx,  iu 
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which  I  understood  my  noble  and  learned  friend,  Lord  Watson, 
also  to  concur. 

[762]   It  was  resolved, — • 

That  Frederich  Henry  Maitland  hath  made  out  his 
claim  to  the  titles,  honours,  and  dignities  of  Earl  of 
Lauderdale,  Viscount  of  Lauderdale,  Viscount  Maitland, 
Lord  Maitland  of  lltirlestane,  and  Thirlestane  and 
Boltoun,  in  the  Peerage  of  Scotland ; .  and  that  this 
resoUition  should  he  reported  to  the  House  :  The  resolution 
was  accordingly  reported  to  the  House  and  affirmed.  And 
the  same  was  reported  to  Her  Majesty. 

Lords'  Journals,  22nd  and  23rd  July,  1885. 
The  Lovat  Peerage  Case. 

(Committee  for  Privileges.—  10  App.  Cas.  763-813.) 

[763]  Evidence.  —  Law  of  Scotland.  —  Declaration  of  Deceased  Person.  —  State- 
ments Post  Litem  Motam. 

Tli«!  general  rule  of  the  law  of  Scotland  is  that  hearsay  of  a  deceased  person 
who,  if  alive,  would  have  been  a  competent  witness,  is  admissible  evidence ;  but 
if  the  fact  to  which  the  deceased  testified  was  such  as  he  could  not  have  had 
any  special  means  of  kno\vledg«j,  it  is  not  receivable ;  and  tliis  applies  to  written 
as  well  as  oral  statements. 

Deliberate  statements  made  by  deceased  members  of  a  family,  who,  if  alive, 
could  have  been  competent  witnesses,  are  generally  admissibl<>;  but  a  state- 
ment by  one  meml)er  of  a  family  that  ]i.,  another  member,  did  a  certain  act, 
which  act,  if  done  at  all,  was  done  before  the  deceased  nari-ator's  birth,  and 
there  being  nothing  to  sliow  what  vvere  his  grounds  of  knowledge,  and  the  fact 
not  otherwise  being  proved,  is  not  evidence  tliat  the  particular  act  was  done  by 
anyone;  and  tliough  the  statement  cannot  be  altogether  rejected,  yet  it  can 
only  be  i-(»ceiv('d  as  mere  family  tradition. 

Wlicn  a  person  leaves  his  native  place  and  goes  to  another  place  to  pursue 
a  chiim  to  an  estate  or  title  of  nobility,  and  on  liis  return  tells  certain  persons 
wiiat  was  .said  to  him  by  persons  connected  with  the  family  while  so  pursuing 
his  inquiries,  these  statements  are  not  admissil)!*;  (;vidence. 

In  182f)  the  f;itlier  of  the  present  holder  of  the  title  of  Lord 
Lovat,  nnniely,  Thomas  Alexander  Fraser,  presented  his  petition 
to  tliis  ir<nise  claiming  that  he  was  entitled  to  tlie  I'.arony  of 
Lovat  in  tlie  Peerage  of  S(;otland,  as  rei)resenting  tlie  Stricheu 
hranch  of  the  Lovat  family,  unless  the  attainder  of  Simon,  Lord 
Lovat,  operated  as  a  bar.     In  1837  the  present  Lord  Lovat's  father 
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Avas  created  lUiroii  Lovat  of  Lovat  in  the  Peerage  of  the  United 
Kingdom. 

On  the  10th  of  July,  1854,  an  Act  of  Parliament  wa.s  passed 
relieving  the  present  Lord  Lovat's  father  and  the  heirs  male  for 
the  time  being  of  tlie  body  of  Alexander  sixth  Lord  Lovat,  from 
the  effects  of  tlie  attainder  of  Simon,  sometimes  called  twelfth 
Lord  Lovat. 

*  In  1857  the  Committee  of  Privileges  resolved  that  the  [*  764] 
present  Lord  Lovat's  father  had  made  out  his  claim. 

In  1885  John  Fraser  of  Carnarvonshire,  mining  engineer,  lodged 
a  petition  claiming  the  title  of  Lord  Lovat  in  the  Peerage  of 
Scotland,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  heir  male  of  Alexander,  eld- 
est son  of  Thomas  of  P>eaufort,  whose  heirs  male  were  admit- 
tedly entitled  to  succeed  to  tlie  title  before  the  Strichen  branch. 

The  case  of  the  claimant  was  that  this  Alexander  had  fled  from 
Scotland  by  reason  {inter  aJ in)  of  his  having  committed  manslaugh- 
ter, and  gone  to  Wales,  where  he  had  married  and  become  the 
ancestor  of  the  present  claimant.  The  present  Lord  Lovat 
lodged  an  opposing  petition,  alleging  *  that  Alexander,  son  [*  765] 
of  Thomas  of  lieaufort,  from  whom  the  claimant  alleges  he 
is  descended,  and  who  was  the  immediate  elder  brother  of  Simon, 
twelfth  Lord  Lovat,  died  without  issue  in  his  father's  lifetime  on 
tlie  20th  of  November,  1689. 

After  some  litigation  before  the  Scotch  Courts  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  a  deed  of  entail  in  1884,i  between  the  present  Lord 
Lovat  and  the  claimant,  with  a  view  of  preserving  evidence,  John 
Fraser  obtained  a  commission  from  the  Court  of  Session  to  take 
depositions  of  some  aged  and  infirm  persons  both  in  Anglesey  and 
Inverness,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  claimant's  pedigree  from 
Alexander  of  Beaufort. 

The  Committee  for  Privileges  met  on  the  19th  of  May,  the  17th, 
18th,  19th,  24th,  and  25th  of  June,  1885.  During  the  sittings  the 
Law  Peers  present  were  Earl  of  Sklborxe,  L.  C,  and  Lords 
Bl.vgkbukn,   Wat.son,   P)I:a.mwkll,  and  FitzOkkalp. 

Sir  Hardinge  Giffard,  Q.  C.,'  Charles  Pussell,  Q.  C,  Morgan 
Lloyd,  Q.  C,  Edward  Eolland,  Robert  Campbell,  Vennell,  W.  E. 
Gray,  and   (Jregson,  were  of  counsel  for  the   claimant. 

1   11  Court  Scss.  Cas.  4th  Series,  1119. 

-  Sir  Hardinge  Giffard,  owiug  to  tlie  change  of  government,  did  not  again  appear 
in  the  case. 
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Sir  F.  Hei-schell,  S.  G.,  and  the  Solicitor-General  for  Scotland 
(Asher,  Q.  C.  )  appeared  for  Lord  Lovat. 

Sir  Henry  James,  A.  G.,  the  Lord  Advocate  (Balfour,  Q.  C), 
and  Crawford,  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  Crown. 

Permission  was  given  that  the  evidence  taken  under  the  two 
commissions  should  be  used  subject  to  the  condition  that  counsel 
for  the  opposing  petitioner  might  object  to  any  evidence  given 
upon  those  commissions  as  inadmissible,  whether  that  objection 
was  taken  by  those  who  were  then  conducting  tlie  examination 
or  cross-examination  or  not. 

June  17,  1885.  Charles  Eussell,  Q.  C,  opened  the  case  for  the 
claimant. 

[The  report,  as  here  extracted,  is  confined  to  certain  points  aris- 
ing upon  the  evidence  tendered.] 
[767]  June  18,  1885.  Holland,  for  the  claimant,  tendered  the 
report  of  the  evidence  taken  before  two  of  the  Judges  of 
the  Court  of  Session  on  the  Lovat  peerage  claim  dated  the  5th  of 
May,  1826.  They  being  empowered  by  an  order  of  this  House  to 
examine  certain  witnesses  in  Scotland,  and  take  their  answers  to 
certain  questions,  and  wliich  report  was  printed  by  order  of  the 
House  on   the  12th  of  April,  1827. 

[Earl  of  Selborne,  L.  C.  :  Evidence  formerly  taken  upon  a 
claim  to  tlie  same  peerage  can  be  referred  to,  but  the  interroga- 
tories and  the  report  containing  the  answers  are  taken  as  put 
in  subject  to  any  particular  exceptions  which  may  be  taken  to 
matters  stated  by  the  deponents.] 

Holland  tendered  the  answer  to  question  8,  in  which  Alexander 
Fraser  of  Dalnamiiu',  gamekeejjer  to  General  Simon  Eraser  of 
Lovat,  deposed  tliat  lie  liad  learnt  from  his  own  father  and  the 
neighbourhood  tliat  Alexander  Eraser  had  killed  a  fiddler  for 
playing  tlie  Highland  air  of  "Ha  I'ittag  er   MacTliomas,"  which 

Alexander  conceived  to  be  in  derision  of  him, 
[*  768]  *  Sir  E.  Herscliell,  S.  G.,  objected  to  this  answer  as 
bciing  clearly  not  evidence. 
Earl  of  Selborne,  L.  C.  :  it  must  be  rejected,  on  the  ground 
that  the  de])onent  states  that  the  .source  of  his  information  upon 
that  sulqect  was  not  from  members  of  the  family,  but  was  "his 
own  father"  (In-  not  liciug  stated  to  b(^  a  member  of  the  family) 
"and  the  neighbours" — it  does  not  a})]iear  that  they  were  mem- 
bers of  the   family.     That  being  so,   the  facts  not  being  shown 
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to  be  within  the  personal  knowledge  of  the  persons  stating  them 
are  not  evidence  according  to  the  law  either  of  Scotland  or  of 
England. 

Lord  Watsox  :  The  point  before  ns  was  raised  and  decided 
here  in  the  Shan(/ivick  Succession  Case,  MacPherson  et  al.  v. 
Rcid's   Trustees} 

*  Rolland  next  read  a  passage  (answer  to  question  4)  [*  700] 
from    the    deposition    of    Lieutenant    William    Chisholm, 

born  in  1724,  that  *  he  had  "  learned  from  Alexander,  the  [*  770] 
second  son  of  Lord  Lovat,  and  also  from  Archibald  Camp- 
bell Eraser,  the  last  Lovat,  that   *  Alexander,  their  uncle,  [*  771] 
the  son  of  Thomas  of  Beaufort,  had    killed   a  fiddler  for 
playing  the  Gaelic  air  of  '  Ha  Pittag  er  MacThomas.' 

*  Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  Cr.  :  As  far  as  regards  the  rela-  [*  772] 
tionshi})  and  the  pedigree,  the  marriages,  and  so  on,  in  the 
family,  and  *  generally  speaking  the  family  history  in  [*  773] 
that  sense,  the  statement  of  this  witness  would  be  evi- 
dence, whether  the  persons  who  made  that  statement  were  persons 
wlio  were  themselves  cognisant  of  tlie  facts  or  not  otherwise  than 
by  tradition  in  the  family ;  but  when  it  comes  to  a  statement  of 
such  a  fact  as  that  a  member  of  the  family  killed  a  tiddler,  unless 
those  persons  were  themselves  cognisant  of  the  fact,  and  knew  it 
of  their  own  knowledge,  it  would  not  be  evidence  of  the  fact. 

[Earl  of  Selborne,  L.  C.  :  It  would  be  difficult  to  exclude  a 
family  tradition  of  this  kind  as  tending  to  assist  in  the  identity 
of  a  person  ;  and  at  the  same  time  to  admit,  for  example,  a  tra- 
dition that  a  man  went  into  the  army,  or  that  he  went  to  Jamaica, 
or  anything  of  that  sort.  All  these  are  parts  of  tlie  history  of 
the  individual.] 

There  is  no  objection  to  it  as  proving  a  tradition,  but  it  is  not 
evidence  to  prove  the  fact  that  Alexander  had  killed  a  fiddler, 
unless  it  be  shown  that  sucli  a  fact  was  or  could  have  been  within 
tlie  knowledge  of  the  persons  wlio  are  alleged  to  have  made  the 
statement. 

Morgan  Lloyd,  Q.  C,  and  Campbell,  proposed  to  put  in  the  evi- 
dence for  two  purposes ;  one  purpose  was  to  identify  this  particu- 
lar individual  with  the  individual  who  they  said  was  the  ancestor 
of  the  claimant,  and  also  as  the  best  evidence  that  could  be 
obtained  of  the  fact.  Otherwise  a  fact,  which  had  occurred  a 
1  See  English  notes,  p.  417,  post. 
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couple  of  centuries  ago,  was  absolutely  incapable  of  proof,  unless 
evidence  of  that  sort  was  admitted. 

[Lord  Blackburn  :  Supposing  there  was  the  tradition,  I  do  not 
see  how  it  is  any  evidence  of  the  fact  that  there  was  manslaughter 
committed. 

Eakl  of  Selbokne,  L.  C.  :     If  he  had  been  known  to  the 
[*  774]   family   *  as  "  Thomas  the  thief,"  that  would  .be  no  proof, 
prima  facie  even,  that  he  luid  been  guilty  of  tlie  offence 
of  stealing. 

Lord  Watson  :  There  is  no  authority  in  the  law  of  Scotland 
for  letting  in  family  tradition  as  evidence  of  a  fact  of  this  kind. 
If  you  were  to  prove  the  fact  separately,  it  might  lead  to  an  in- 
ference that  tliis  was  the  person  who  committed  the  act,  but  you 
must  prove  the  commission  of  the  act  by  some  other  evidence. 
The  general  rule  is  that  whilst  hearsay  is  admissible  (that  is  to 
say,  the  statement  at  second-hand  of  a  dead  witness  who  could 
have  directly  deposed  to  the  fact  if  he  had  been  alive),  yet  hear- 
say of  hearsay  is  not  admissible  except  when  combined  with  the 
rule  as  to  repute  or  some  similar  rule] 

Dickson  ^  treats  the  question  as  still  open  whether  hearsay  of 
hearsay  is  admissible  when  both  the  narrator  and  the  party  who 
originally  heard  his  statement  are  dead. 

[Lord  Watson  :  When  you  are  dealing  with  proper  repute,  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  repute  should  be  traced  to  a  person  wlio 
had  personal  cognisance  ;  when  you  have  not  the  repute  you  must 
connect  your  evidence  with  the  statement  of  some  person  who  had 
personal  knowledge.] 

The  chain  may  be  more  complicated  than  that  of  the  statement 
being  actually  made  by  a  person  wlio  was  personally  cognisant, 
if  he  speaks  distinctly  to  anotlier  sj)ecilic  person  who  knew  the 
fact.  l)icksoii  mentions  the  case  of  Smith  \.  lUi iil:  of  Scothinil!^ 
'J'here  Lord  Ai,i.o\VAV  was  of  opinion  that  hearsay  ujion  hearsay  is 
admissilde. 

[Lai;i.  of  Sflijornk,  L.  C.  :  In  some  cases  tlie  ordinary  rule 
may  be  worked  out  to  that  result.  For  instance,  A.  (deceased)  told 
a  living  witness  that  B.  (deceased)  had  told  him  something:  A. 
(deceased)  is  a  good  witness  to  the  fact  that  B.  (deceased)  told  him 
what  he  did,  and   15.  (decoasiul)  is  a  good  witness  to  a  fact  whicli 

1  I)i(;ksoirs  Law  of  Fividciioo,  sect.  10!). 

2  5  Court  So.s.x  Ciis.  1st  Scries,  98  (2iid  ed.  90). 
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was  within  his  own  knowledge  and  whidi  lie  stated.  One  follows 
that  witlnnit  expressing  an  opinion  about  it;  but  it  does  not  at  all 
follow  that  the  question  even  arises  when  you  have  not  got  that 
condition  of  the  evidence. 

Lord    Watson  :    There    is  not  the  slightest  indication 
of  the    *  source  from  which   this  evidence  comes.     It  is   [*  775] 
not  stated   from  whom  Alexander   Fraser   or  his  brother 
Archibald  Campbell  Fraser  derived  the  information. 

Lord  Blackburn  :  They  could  not  possibly  have  known  of 
their  own  knowledge,  as  they  were  born  long  after  the  supposed 
manslaughter. 

Earl  of  Selborne,  L.  C.  :  The  evidence  ought  to  have  been  this, 
that  he  had  heard  from  Alexander  and  from  Archibald  that  John 
or  Thomas,  or  whatever  his  name  might  be,  told  them  that  he 
had  seen  Alexander  kill  tlie  fiddler.  That  would  raise  the  ques- 
tion.] 

The  Lord  Advocate  (Balfour,  Q.  C.) :  It  might  be  a  question 
whether,  under  any  circumstances,  hearsay  of  hearsay  would  be 
admissible,  that  is  where  A.  stated  that  he  heard  from  B.  that  he 
had  been  told  l)y  C.  that  he  had  seen  an  occurrence ;  that  might 
be  a  difficult  question.  But  here  it  is  not  traced  to  any  one  wlio 
asserts  that  he  saw  the  occurrence,  and  therefore,  so  far  as  this 
evidence  is  directed  to  prove  a  substantive  of  the  manslaughter, 
it  is  inadmissible.  Then  if  it  were  directed  merely  to  identifi- 
cation as  a  matter  of  repute  it  might  come  in. 

Earl  of  Selborne,  L.  C:  — 

The  evidence  will  be  received  merely  as  a  family  tradition,  a 
story  adhering  to  that  Alexander,  but  not  as  any  evidence  of  the 
fact  that  a  fiddler  was  ever  killed  by  him  or  by  anybody  else. 

Morgan  Lloyd,  Q.  C,  read  from  the  evidence  which  was  taken 
on  commission  at  Inverness  on  the  15th  of  September  and  at 
Beauly  on  the  16th  of  September,  1884,  wherein  Jane  Mack  well 
Marshall,  who  was  born  three  years  before  the  death  of  Archibald 
Fraser  in  1815,  deposed  as  follov/s :  "  (Q.)  Did  the  Honourable 
Archibald  Fraser  ever  speak  to  your  father  about  one  of  the  heirs 
that  tied  the  country  ?— (.4.)  Yes.  ((?.)  What  did  he  say?  — 
{A.)  He  said  that  one  of  the  heirs  had  committed  a  fault  for 
which  he  fled  the  country  and  went  to  Wales,  and  was  in  a  mine 
there.     (Q.)  Your  father  told  you  that  ?  —  (A.)  Yes." 

He  contended  that  though  it  might  not  be  evidence  of  a  crime 


410  EVIDENCK. 


No.  23.  —  The  Lovat  Peerage  Case,  10  App.  Cas.  776,  777. 

[*  776]  *  being   committed,  yet  it  was  evidence  of  ideutification. 

There  was  evidence  in  the  deposition  that  the  deponent's 
father  was  on  terms  of  intimacy  with  Archibald  J'raser,  who, 
as  one  of  tlie  family  of  Lovat,  was  in  a  position  to  make  a  declara- 
tion, which  statement,  if  he  had  been  here  himself,  would  have 
been  evidence. 

Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  G.,  contended  this  was  not  evidence  of  a  fact, 
nor  was  it  evidence  tending  to  identify  any  member  of  the  family 
at  all. 

The  Lord  Advocate  (Balfour,  Q.  C.) :  The  ruling  already  given 
would  clearly  exclude  this  evidence  as  directed  to  prove  the  sub- 
stantive fact  of  the  slaughter  and  the  flight ;  but  when  it  is 
attempted  to  be  brought  in  for  the  other  purpose,  the  ingredients 
of  identification,  either  by  the  person  or  by  time  or  circumstances, 
seem  to  be  wanting. 
Lord  Black  BURN  :  — 

I  do  not  think  that  this  evidence  is  admissible.  I  do  not  wish 
to  decide  anything  more  than  is  necessary,  and  therefore  I  say 
nothing  about  this  being  a  step  removed  from  Archibald  Fraser. 
Tliis  is  a  woman  who  says  that  her  father,  who  is  dead,  told 
her  that  the  Honourable  Archibald  Eraser  had  told  him  some- 
thing. I  do  not  wish  to  say  anything  about  that  at  all.  But 
supposing  it  to  be  evidence  (a  point  which  it  is  not  necessary 
to  consider)  tliat  the  deceased  Archibald  Eraser,  then  in  posses- 
sion of  the  Lovat  estates,  did  say  all  that  is  said  here,  I  think 
it  would  be  quite  inadmissil»le,  because  it  would  not  tend  to  prove 
anything  of  the  sort  that  is  stated.  He  is  stated  to  liave  said 
tliat  one  of  the  heirs  had  committed  a  fault,  a  crime,  for  which  he 
tied  his  country,  and  that  he  went  to  Wales  and  worked  in  a  mine 
there;  and  he  added  that  when  his  (that  is  Archibald  Fraser's) 
bones  were  as  dry  that  they  might  be  turned  into  whistles,  the 
heirs  of  this  man  who  left  the  country  might  come  back  as 
claimants.  He  certainly  does  not  state  there  anything  to  point 
to  that  heir,  liis  uncle,  lieing  the  person  who  would  come  in  before 

Iiini.  If  he  had  meant  to  say  that  it  was  a  family  tradi- 
[*  777]  tioii  that  *  Alexander  Fraser,  the  elder  brother  of  Simon, 

and  tlie  uncle  of  tlu;  deceased  man  wlio  is  speaking,  had 
fled  to  Wales  and  committed  a  fault  and  killed  a  man,  he  would 
liave  said  that  that  man  would  have  come  in  before  him,  Archi- 
balil  Fraser;  but  tliis  statement  is  merely  that  heirs  would  prob- 
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ably  turn  u\>  hereafter,  and  I  think  that  this  is  clearly  not 
admissible  evidenee. 

Lord  Watsox  :  — 

I  am  of  the  same  upiniuu.  It  is  quite  obvious  that  Archibald 
Fraser  was  speakin*,'  of  facts  that  were  not  within  his  own  knowl- 
edge. The  statement  which  it  is  proposed  to  put  in  is,  in  no 
sense,  evidence  of  pedigree,  and,  therefore,  receivable  from  Archi- 
bald Campbell  Eraser,  as  a  member  of  the  family.  I  should  be 
very  sorry  to  hold  that  every  floating  tradition  in  a  family,  about 
some  member  of  it,  separately  made,  was  good  evidence.  But  on 
the  other  hand,  where  a  deceased  member  of  the  family  deliber- 
ately made  a  statement  as  to  the  connection  of  a  particular  indi- 
vidual with  tlie  family,  or  his  place  in  the  family,  and  accompanied 
that  with  the  statement  of  some  circumstance  which  tended  to 
identify  that  individual,  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  possible  to 
exclude  it  altogether. 

Lord  Beamwkll  agreed.  The  evidence  v:as  rejected. 

Morgan  Lloyd,  Q.  C,  read  the  following  passage  from  Donald 
McLean's  evidence :  — 

"  (^.)  Did  Colonel  Archibald  Fraser,  after  his  last  son  died, 
say  anything  to  Hugh  ]\IacLean,  or  in  Hugh  MacLean's  presence, 
about  his  heir  ? — (-4.)  Yes,  and  those  who  were  along  with  Hugh 
MacLean  heard  it  as  well  as  Hugh  MacLean  himself.  {Q.)  What 
did  he  say?  —  {A.)  Colonel  Archibald  Fraser  gave  a  loud,  bitter 
cry.  He  cried  very  loudly  three  times,  and  said,  '  Where  are 
you,  children  of  Alexander  ?  come  on  now,  lift  up  your  heads, 
there  is  nothing  whatever  now  in  the  way.'  Colonel  Archil lald 
Fraser  got  two  or  three  letters  at  the  time  ;  a  message  having 
come  witli  two  or  three  letters  to  him.  {Q.)  Did  one  of  those 
letters  contain  the  information  of  the  death  of  his  last  sur- 
viving *  son  ?  —  (^4.)  He  told  him  that  the  letter  an-  [*  778] 
nounced  the  death  of  his  last  surviving  son.  {Q.)  Did 
Hugh  MacLean  tell  you  this?  —  {A.)  Yes,  Hugh  MacLean  told 
me  this." 

He  proposed  to  use  this  statement  as  evidence  that,  according 
to  the  belief  of  Archibald  Fraser  at  all  events,  Alexander  had 
left  issue,  and  that  that  belief  might  fairly  be  supposed  to  be 
in  consequence  of  a  tradition  in  the  family,  and  that  they  were 
heirs  to  that  extent.     It  identified  them  in  that  wav. 
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Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  G.,  objected,  first,  because  tliere  was  no 
foundation  laid- for  admitting  anything  that  Hugli  ]\IacLean  said. 

It  was  a  statement  made  by  the  witnesses  as  to  what  Hugh 
MacLean  had  said  that  Archibald  Eraser  had  said  to  him.  Also 
the  Lord  Lovat  from  wdiom  the  Strichens  claimed,  and  to  whom 
they  would  have  to  go  back  on  the  decease  of  this  gentleman 
without  issue,  was  an  Alexander,  and  therefore  the  Strichens 
would   be  tlie   children  of  Alexander. 

The  Lord  Advocate  submitted  that  if  it  was  tendered  as  evi- 
dence of  the  fact  that  any  Alexander  had  children,  it  would  not 
sustain  that  contention,  though  it  might  be  admitted  as  a  matter 
of  family  repute. 

Lord  Blackbikn  :  — 

I  think  that  this  particular  piece  of  evidence,  that  Colonel 
Archibald  Eraser  gave  this  cry,  may  be  capable  of  being  con- 
strued in  such  a  way  as  to  make  it  a  statement  of  pedigree,  or 
it  may  be  construed  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  make  it  a  state- 
ment of  pedigree.  1  think  it  will  probably  be  better  to  receive 
for  the  moment  this  as  an  adminicle  of  evidence,  and  when  we 
have  other  evidence  that  is  brought,  to  consider  both  what  it 
amounts  to,  and  what  weight  should  be  given  to  it,  but  not  at 
present  to  reject  it. 

Lord  Watson  :  — 

1  am  of  the  same  opinion.  1  do  not  think  we  ought  at  present  to 
decide  what  is  the  true  construction  of  that  ejaculatory  statement. 
It  maybe  that  further  liglit  may  Ije  thrown  upon  it  in  the 
[*  779]  *  course  of  the  proof.  In  its  present  aspect  1  think  it  is 
capabh^  of  a  construction  which  miglit  favour  the  peti- 
tioner; it  is  also  to  my  mind  capable  of  a  construction  which 
might  very    much    favoui-  his   opponent. 

Lord  Bkamwkll  connurcd. 

Morgan  Lloyd,  C^).  ('.,  tendered  the  evidence  of  Alexander  Eraser, 
in  which  he  .said  the  "  late  Abertarfl'  spoke  (o  me  about  the 
IJodach  l>(!ag  and  liis  jx'ople.  Mo  said  to  me  (liat  the  Bodach 
r>eag  was  one  of  the  family."' 

The  evid(uice  was  rejec-ted  on  tlic  gnmnil  tlial  the  late  Aliertarff 
(Mr.  Archibald  Eraser)  was  an  illegitimate  giiuulson  of  Simon, 
Lord  Lovat,  and  therefon^  not  a  member  of  the  family,  but  a 
stranger  in  l)lood,  and  also  that  lu;  died  after  the  /is  had  begun. 

Morgan   Llovd,  (.).  C".,  referred    to   the   evidence   taken   on  com- 
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mission  in  Wales.  He  read  some  of  the  evidc^nee  of  Hannah 
Pritchard  or  Evans,  aged  ninety-three  in  18S4.  The  material 
part  of  this  evidence  was  tliat  she  remembered  John  Fraser 
^^oiiig  to  Scotland,  and  the  following  :  "  (^.)  Did  John  Fraser  tell 
you  something  ahout  Lady  Lovat  showing  })ictures  ?  —  (yl.)  Yes; 
.she  showed  liim  a  picture,  and  he  said,  '  This  is  not  the  portrait 
of  my  father;'  and  when  she  showed  him  another  he  said,  *  This 
is  the  portrait  of  my  fatlier.'  Lady  Lovat  said  that  she  was  sure 
lie  was  Lord  Lovat,  and  made  him  undress  and  sliow  a  mark  on 
his  shoulder.  I  do  not  know  what  the  mark  on  the  back  of  his 
shoulder  was,  whether  it  was  a  wart  or  a  black  mark.  Lady 
Lovat  said  nothing  but  that  he  was  one  of  the  family :  that  he 
had  the  same  mark  as  the  other  members  of  the  family.  Lady 
Lovat  said  something  about  her  husband  having  a  mark  like 
that." 

Sir  F.  Herschell,  S.  G.,  objected.  One  of  his  grounds  of  objec- 
tiim  was  that  for  the  reception'  of  hearsay  evidence  the  statement 
must  be  made  ante  litem  niotam. 

Morgan    Lloyd,  Q.    C.  :   What    is  tendered  in    evidence  is    the 
substance  of  this  evidence,  that  John  Fraser  relates  the 
circumstances   *  which  if  he   had  been    living   he  would  [*  780] 
have  been  a  competent  witness  to  relate,  namely,  the  cir- 
cumstances of  his  going  to  Scotland  and  of  his  seeing  these  pic- 
tures, and  having  an  interview  with  Lady  Lovat. 

[Earl  of  Selborxe,  L.  C.  :  I  should  like  this  tpiestion  con- 
sidered, namely,  whether  it  is  not  quite  clear  that  the  visit  to 
Scotland  was  with  a  view  to  prosecuting  a  claim  which  could  not 
be  regarded  otherwise  than  as  contested,  litigious  in  that  sense ; 
and  does  not  that  make  all  the  statements  open  to  the  objection 
that  they  were  not  made  independently  of  a  particular  purpose. 

Lord  Watson  :  I  do  not  think  that,  according  to  the  law  of 
Scotland,  the  mere  fact  of  a  lis  arising  will  necessarily  exclude 
every  statement  which  is  of  a  trustworthy  character ;  hut  where 
it  is  made  by  a  person  prosecuting  or  promoting  a  lis,  the  state- 
ment is  not  evidence,  whether  it  be  written  or  oral.  We  decided 
in  the  Dysart  Case,  6  App.  Cas.  489,  and  see  Berkeley  Feeraye 
Case,  4  Camp.  415  (ante,  p.  310),  that  a  written  statement  given 
to  the  parties  employed  in  gettin<f  up  the  lis,  namely,  a  statement 
of  what  the  writer  would  be  prepared  to  say  as  a  witness,  was 
not   admissible.     If  that  is  not  receivable  I  do  not  see  how  oral 
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statements    made   by  persons    in    the  same    position    can  be  less 
objectionable. 

Earl  of  Selborne,  L.  C.  :  It  is  very  important  to  adhere  to 
whatever  is  the  right  principle  on  that  subject,  because  nothing 
would  be  more  dangerous  than,  where  a  person  is  engaged  in  en- 
deavouring to  get  up  a  case  in  support  of  a  claim  which  he  thinks 
he  is  entitled  to  make  to  estates  or  to  titles,  to  accept  evidence 
created  in  this  way.  If  these  statements  are  made  by  competent 
persons,  whose  evidence  would  be  otherwise  receivable,  quite  apart 
from  any  purpose  of  that  kind,  no  doubt  they  would  have  weight, 
or  might  have  some  weight,  but  when  you  get  them  upon  the 
hearsay  of  the  man  who  is  getting  up  the  case,  who  went  to 
Scotland  expressly  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  what  he  could  find 
there  in  support  of  his  case,  and  when  this  is  his  report  of  what 
he  did  find  and  what  did  liappen,  it  strikes  me  that  it  is  dangerous 
to  receive  it. 

Lord   Watson  :    It   is  impossible,   in  my   view,    to  distinguish 

this  from  the  point  which  we  ruled  in  the  Dysart  Case. 

[*781]  The  *only  distinction  between  the  two  cases  is,  that  one 

is  a  statement  furnished  in  writing  and   the   other  is  an 

oral  statement]  ' 

It  is  admitted  that  he  went  there  for  the  purpose  of  advancing 
his  claim  to  the  titles,  or  to  the  estates,  at  all  events  ;  but  then 
he  comes  back  ;  he  takes  no  steps  there,  except  that  he  simply 
goes  there  to  make  inquiries.  There  was  no  proposal  then  as  to 
litigation  ;  but  even  if  there  were  anv,  this  iinrticular  statement 
is  not  a  statement  made  with  a  view  of  prosecuting  his  claim  at 
all. 

[Lord  Watson  :  He  restates  in  Wales  wluit  had  been  stated 
to  him  in  Scotland  at  tlie  time  when  he  was  prosecuting  his  case 
there.  Suj)p()sing  that  when  lie  was  in  Scotland,  instead  of  trust- 
ing to  his  recollection  of  what  Lady  Lovat  had  said,  he  had  asked 
her  to  write  down  all  tliat  slie  believed  concerning  liim,  and  that 
she  hail  done  so,  and  tliat  lie  had  taken  tliat  back  to  Wales  and 
sliown  it,  that  would  ncjt  have  mad(!  it  evidence.] 

Sii])])osing  that  John  Fraser  had  been  alive  and  had  l)een  here 
as  a  witness,  he  would  have  had  a  perfect  right,  ([uite  irrespective 
of  the  question  of  lis  mota,  like  any  other  ])etitioner  or  plaintiff, 
to  come  forward  and  give  evidence  of  facts  which  had  taken 
place. 
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E.\RL  OF  Selborne,  L.  C:   It  raises  a  question  of  principle. 

The  Lord  Advocate  :  — 

In  so  far  as  this  evidence  is  directed  to  set  out  what  J(jhn  Fraser 
says  took  place  in  a  conversation  with  the  lady  (Lady  Lovat, 
as  she  was  then  called),  it  falls  within  the  ruling  in  the  Lauder- 
dale Case  (see  ante,  p.  362  ct  seq.).  The  ground  upon  which  that 
principle  was 'founded  seems  to  be  this,  that  while  hearsay  evidence 
is  generally  adniissible  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  there  are  exceptions 
where  the  evidence  is  given  under  circumstances  wdiich  would 
render  it  unsafe  to  admit  it.  That  was  the  general  principle,  and 
to  which  effect  had  previously  been  given  in  Scotland;  and  the 
cases  of  precognitions  taken  in  a  lis  and  in  a  matter  of  dispute 
were  treated  as  illustrations  of  that  principle ;  they  were  not 
exhaustive,  but  were  prominent  illustrations  of  it.  This  evidence 
imports  that  John  Fraser  went  to  the  North  for  the  pur- 
pose of  pushing  his  claim,  or  at  all  events  *for  the  pur-  [*  7S2] 
pose  of  obtaining  evidence  which,  if  adequate,  he  w^ould  .set 
up  in  support  of  his  claim,  and  he  here  relates  the  conversation 
which  he  says  took  place  with  Lady  Lovat.  Now  the  test  has 
been  given  whether,  if  John  Fraser  had  been  alive,  he  would  have 
])een  a  competent  witness  to  speak  to  what  took  place  so  as  to 
eliminate  the  element  of  hearsay  from  it.  Now  it  is  only  a 
verbal  precognition.  If  he  had  recorded  in  writing  the  state- 
ment of  Lady  Lovat,  or  if  instead  of  John  Fraser  going  himself 
he  had  sent  his  solicitor,  and  Lady  Lovat  had  said  to  his  solicitor 
the  things  which  she  is  stated  to  have  said  to  John  Fraser  him- 
self, and  if  the  solicitor  had  put  them  down  in  writing,  it  would 
have  been  simply  a  precognition  of  Lady  Lovat  with  a  view  to 
the  case.  There  seems  to  be  no  difference  in  principle  when 
instead  of  either  a  solicitor  going  to  Scotland  and  reducing  the 
statement  to  writing,  or  John  Fraser  himself  going  to  Scotland 
and  reducing  the  statement  in  writing,  John  Fraser  recites 
verbally  what  evidence  he  had  obtained  in  support  of  his  claim. 
That  is  what  it  seems  to  amount  to.  For  instance,  here  is  the 
statement :  "  Lady  Lovat  said  that  she  was  sure  he  was  Lord 
Lovat,  and  made  him  undress  and  show  a  mark  on  his  shoulder." 
That  is  simply  a  statement  that  Lady  Lovat  had  given  her  opinion 
that  he  was  the  right  man.  Then  as  to  the  remainder,  which  is  in 
the  nature  of  facts,  it  seems  very  difficult  to  separate  it  —  it  is 
all  part  of  the  i-es  gestae.    That  might  be  regarded  by  the  petitioner 
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as  immaterial ;  but  any  materiality  which  it  might  have  would 
be  derived  from  the  connection  in  which  the  thing  occurred,  and 
its  importance  as  assuring  Lady  Lovat  in  her  opinion  that  the 
claimant  was  the  right  man.  Now%  if  that  was  an  ingredient 
which  entered  into  the  judgment  of  Lady  Lovat,  and  if  the  sub- 
stance of  the  thing  is  in  the  opinion  of  Lady  Lovat  given  to  Mr. 
Fraser,  when  he  went  to  get  up  the  case  in  the  North,  it  falls 
within  the  ruling  in  the  Lauderdale  Case  (see  ante,  p.  362  et  seg.). 

Eael  of  Selbokne,  L.  C.  :  — 

I  cannot  help  thinking  that  this  evidence  ought  to  be  rejected, 
and  I  rather  think  that  the  question  is  raised  upon  a  portion  of 
the  evidence  which,  if  admitted,  would  manifestly  have  so 
[*  783]  little  *  value  that  by  itself  it  could  not  liave  much  influ- 
ence upon  the  case.  The  authorities,  which  were  referred 
to  the  other  day  in  the  Lauderdale  Case,  establish,  I  think,  this 
principle,  that  the  statements  of  a  deceased  person  as  to  matters 
which  were  within  his  knowledge,  and  as  to  which  he  would  have 
been  a  competent  witness,  are  admissible  when  the  circumstances 
under  which  they  were  made  are  such  as  to  be  consistent  with  a 
presumption  that  they  were  honest  and  true,  but  that  when  a 
person  endeavours  to  get  up  evidence  in  support  of  his  own  case, 
either  by  himself  or  by  another,  that  presumption  does  not  exist. 
The  partiality  and  the  purpose  of  interest  vitiate  the  whole 
matter,  and  under  those  circumstances  you  cannot,  a  2^riori,  place 
reliance  upon  what  he  reports,  even  if  it  be  in  writing,  and  much 
less  if  it  be  oral.  As  to  the  degree  of  success  which  he  met  with 
in  hearing  things  said  to  him  by  persons  who  possibly  might  have 
been  witnesses,  which  things  were  in  support  of  his  case,  under 
those  circumstances,  the  onesidedness  and  the  element  of  par- 
tiality vitiate  the  thing  from  first  to  last,  and  make  it  unsafe  to 
give  credit  to  it.  For  that  reason,  as  T  understand  the  authorities 
which  were  refernMl  to  the  other  day,  such  evidence  is  an  excep- 
tion to  the  genernl  rule,  and  this  seems  to  me  to  be  a  case  clearly 
coming  within  that  exce])tion  ;  because  the  whole  motive  and 
purpose  of  this  man's  visit  to  Scutlaiul  was  to  obtain,  if  he  could, 
something  in  support  of  the  chiim  which  he  conceived  himself  to 
have,  and  which  he  had  already  been  endeavouring  to  get  some 
evidence  to  sujtport. 

Lord  Blackbukx  concurred. 

Lord  Watson  :    Tt  is    obvious  from    the  depositions    taken    of 
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the  aged  witiu'sses,  that  tlicM'  must  lia\e  been  an  errontijus  im- 
pression  in  tlu'  minds  of  those  who  conducted  the  claimant's 
case,  that,  accoiding  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  any  statement,  made 
at  any  time,  and  in  any  circumstances,  by  any  person,  becomes 
evidence  after  he  is  dead.  2'he  evidence  vxis  rejected. 

Fvu'ther  evidence  was  gone  into,  and  Morgan  Lloyd,  Q.  C, 
summed  up  the  case  for  the  petitioner. 

Lords  IjLACKBURX,  Selbohxe,  Bramwell,  and  FitzGeuald 
delivered  opinions  to  the  effect  that  the  claimant  had  entirely 
failed  to  make  out  his  case. 

It  was  then  7nored,  "  That  in  the  opinion  of  the  Com-  [813] 
mittee,  John  Fraser  has  no  right  to  the  title,  dignity, 
and  honours  claimed  in  his  ijetition,  and  that  a  report  he 
made  to  the  House  accordinglii" 

The  resolution  vos  reported  to  theHov.se  and  agreed  to. 
Lords'  Journals,  25th  and  26th  June,  1885. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  former  of  the  above  prineipal  cases  has  been  alread}'  summarised 
—  under  tlie  title  "Conflict  of  Laws  "  —  so  far  as  relates  to  the  (jues- 
tion  of  legitimation  depending  upon  the  doiuicil.  See  Xo.  4  of  ••'Con- 
flict of  Laws,"  5  R.  C.  747.  Under  the  present  title,  the  case  is 
selected  as  an  instructive  one  upon  the  limits  to  which  hearsay  evidence 
may  be  received  in  a  system  of  law  which  admits,  generally,  tlie  state- 
ments of  deceased  persons.  The  case  is  also  important,  upon  the  effect 
■of  the  presumption  omnia  rite  acta,  and  as  bearing  upon  the  evidence  of 
a  marriage  at  a  place  and  time  ,as  to  whicli  there  can  be  no  evidence 
of  living  witnesses,  and  there  is  no  register. 

A  full  report  of  the  SJiandwick  Succession  Case,  2Iacpherson  et  at.  v. 
JReid's  Trustees,  referred  to  by  Lord  Watsox,  p.  407,  suprcK,  is  given 
in  a  note  to  the  report  of  the  Lovat  Peerage  Cnse  in  10  App.  Cas.  770. 
The  question  which  arose,  and  was  decided,  in  the  Shondirir];.  Co^e 
sufficiently  ai)[)ears  by  the  following  extract  from  the  judgment  deliv- 
ered in  the  House  of  Lords  on  3rd  July,  1877,  by  Lord  Cairxs,  L.  C. 
"  There  is  no  doubt  that  in  receiving  this  evidence  of  statements  made 
by  persons  deceased  tlie  law  nf  Seothiud  admits  of  a  latitude  which  is 
not  known  to  the  law  of  England,  but  we  have  here  an  unanimous 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  who.  dealing  with  the 
well-established  principle  of  their  own  law,  have  held  the  evidence, 
which  in  this  case  was  rejected,  and  which  is  the  substance  of  the 
exception,  to  have  been  inadmissible. 
VOL.  XI.  —  -27 
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*''!  cannot  better  describe  the  way  in  wliicli  tiiat  evidence  presents 
itself  to  ID 3'^  own  mind  than  by  taking  the  words  of  tlie  Lokd  President. 
He  refers  to  evidence  covered  by  the  exception,  and  he  says,  speaking 
of  the  deponent,  Mackenzie,  '  This  is  his  means  of  knowledge.'  Then 
he  repeats  the  words:  '''1  knew  this  by  all  the  neiglibours.  There 
was  no  word  about  it  till  William  Ross  of  Shandwick  was  killed,  and 
there  was  a  great  talk  about  who  was  the  heir  to  Sliandwick.  I  heard 
this  from  many,  particularly  from  John  Poison  the  elder,  Hill  of 
Fearn.  He  died  about  eleven  years  ago,  and  was  then,  I  believe, 
about  eighty-nine  years  of  age.  Also  from  John  Vass,  Balintore,  who 
was  at  William  Ross  of  Shandwick's  funeral."  Tlien  there  is  inter- 
jwsed  a  passage  with  regard  to  what  happened  at  the  funeral ;  and  as 
John  Vass,  from  whom  the  information  was  deriv^ed,  was  at  tlie  funeral 
himself,  and  communicated  what  took  place  there  to  the  deponent,  I 
admitted  that  part  of  the  evidence.  But  after  that  he  goes  on  further: 
''I  have  also  heard  these  things  from  William  Ross,  farmer,  Hill  of 
Pearn,  who  himself  was  well  acquainted  with  George  Ross,  Tan-el. 
He  is  also  dead,  a  long  time  ago.  Also  from  Donald  Munro,  Loans  of 
Tullich,  who  is  also  dead  a  long  time  ago;  and  Alexander  Hendry, 
Tullich,  who  died  a  long  time  since  —  I  am  sure  fifty  years  since.  All 
these  died  old  men.  It  was  the  common  talk  of  the  country.  These 
men  1  have  named  above  I  remember  myself  to  have  heard  speak  of 
these  matters.  They  woixld  often  come  to  my  father's  on  a  winter's 
evening  when  I  was  a  boy  from  ten  to  thirteen,  and  they  would  always 
have  some  story  to  speak  about;  and  I,  as  young  boys  are,  was  very 
ready  to  take  it  up."  '  Then  the  Lord  President  continues:  'Now  I 
can  hardly  conceive  a  more  graphic  description  of  mere  gossip  than 
what  is  contained  in  that  part  of  the  deposition,  and  it  was  upon  that 
ground,  and  because  it  was  not  shown,  or  even  alleged,  that  any  one 
of  the  })ersons  from  whom  the  witness's  information  was  derived  had 
any  peculiar  means  of  knowledge,  that  it  appeared  to  me  that  the  evi- 
dence was  inadmissible.  .  .  .'  That  really  apjjcars  to  me  to  be  the  gist 
of  the  case.   .   .   ." 
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Xo.  24.  — LOP.l)  DUXRAVEN"   v.   LLEWELLYK 
(i;x.  GIL  1850.) 

No.  25.  —  REd.   r.   INHABITANTS   OF    BEDFORDSHIRE. 

(Q.  B.  1855.) 
RULE. 

Evidence  of  reputation  is  admissible  in  support  of  a 
claim  of  public  interest ;  and  for  that  purpose  evidence  of 
statements  of  deceased  persons  may  be  received. 

But  a  public  interest  for  this  purpose  is  not  constituted 
by  the  fact  tliat  many  persons  in  riglit  of  their  several 
tenements  —  as  tenants  of  a  manor  havino:  rig;hts  of  com- 
mon  appendant  in  respect  of  their  tenements  —  claim  rights 
of  a  similar  nature  over  the  locus  in  quo. 

Lord  Dunraven  v.  Llewellyn.^ 

19  L.  J.  Q.  B.  SSS-:i9-2  (s.  <•.  15  Q.  B.  T'Jl  ;   14  Jur.  1089). 

Evidence.  —  Reputation.  —  Boundary  of  Waste  of  Manor.  —  Right   of  [388} 
Common  appendant  private,  not  public.  — Declaraiiom  bi/ Residents  in 
Manor.  — Reputation  admissible  without  Proof  of  Enjoyment. 

Ou  a  question  between  the  lord  of  the  m:inor  of  O.  and  the  owner  of  a  free- 
hold estate  within  tlie  manor,  whether  a  certain  elose  was  part  of  the  lord's 
waste  or  part  of  the  adjoining  estate  of  the  defendant,  after  proof  havinc:  been 
'  given  that  there  were  very  many  lands  and  tenements  held  of  the  manor,  the 
tenants  whereof  in  respect  of  those  lands  had  always  exercised  rights  of  comnKtu 
for  all  their  commonable  cattle  on  the  waste  of  the  manor,  evidence  was  offered, 
on  the  i>art  of  tlie  lord,  of  declarations  ante  litem  motam  of  deceased  persons 
who  had  been  such  tenants  and  had  exercised  such  rights,  that  the  close  was 
parcel  of  the  waste.  Similar  declarations  made  by  deceased  residents  within 
the  manor  not  being  tenants  were  also  tendered.  Xo  evidence  was  given  of 
any  exercise  of  any  rights  of  common  on  the  close. 

Held,  tliat  the  want  of  evidence  of  acts  of  enjoyment  would  not  aflPect  the  ad- 
missibility of  evidence  of  reputation  ;  and  that  declarations  by  residents  within 
a  manor  were  as  receivable  as  declarations  by  tenants  of  the  manor;  but  tliat 
these  declarations  were  not  admissible  in  evidence,  since  there  is  no  common 
law  right  for  all  tenants  of  a  manor  to  have  common  on  the  waste  of  the  manor, 
but  that  each  tenant  who  has  the  right  of  common  appendant  has  it  as  an  inei- 

1  Coram  Parke,  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Maule,  J.,  Cresswell,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  and 
Talfourd,  J. 


420  EVIDENCE. 


No.  24.  —  Lord  Dunraven  v.  Llewellyn,  19  L.  J.  Q.  B.  388,  389. 


dent  by  law  attached  to  his  particular  grant,  and  tliat  tlic  iiiiiiicroiis  privat** 
rights  of  cuininou  of  the  several  tenants  do  not  cdinixisc  one  public  right  so  as 
to  render  evidence  of  reputation  as  to  the  Ixmndary  ot'tlie  waste  admissible. 


[1850,  July  8.]  Error  from  the  Qtieen's  Bench. 
This  was  an  action  of  trespass  quare  dausuin  fregit.  The 
defendant  pleaded,  among  other  things,  that  the  plaintiff'  was  not 
possessed  of  the  closes  in  question,  and  that  the  closes  were  the 
soil  and  freehold  of  the  defendant.  Issues  were  taken  on  these 
pleas. 

The  case  was  tried  hefore  Platt,  B.  ,  at  the  Summer  Assizes, 
1849,  for  the  county  of  Glamorgan.  Proof  was  given  (as  appeared 
by  the  hill  of  exceptions)  that  the  Queen  was  seised  in  her 
demesne  as  of  fee  of  the  manor  of  Ogmore,  in  the  above-mentioned 
comity;  that  the  plaintiff,  as  lessee  of  the  Crown,  was  in  posses- 
sion of  the  manor.  The  bill  of  exceptions  then  stated  as  follows : 
—  "  That  among  the  commons  and  wastes  of  and  within  the  said 
manor,  there  then  was,  and  from  time  immemorial  had  been,  a 
certain  common  and  waste  called  '  Mynydd  Llangeinor, '  being 
waste  of  and  in  the  said  manor ;  the  same  common  and  waste 
being  of  great  extent,  and  of  the  continuous  length  of  more  than 
three  miles,  and  very  nearly  four  miles,  and  the  continuous 
breadth  of  one  mile  and  three  quarters  of  a  mile  in  the  broadest 
part  thereof;  and  further,  that  adjoining  to  and  surronnding  the 
said  common  and  waste,  and  within  the  same  manor,  there  were, 
and  immemorially  had  been,  very  many  distinct  messuages,  lands 
and  tenements,  severally  held  of  the  same  manor  by  several  tenants 
hereof  respectively,  which  said  tenants  for  the  time  l)eing  of  the 
said  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements  respectively  had  in  respect 
thereof  severally  and  respectively  always  had,  exercised,  and  en- 
joyed, and  been  entitled  to  have,  exercise,  and  enj^y  rights  of 
common  for  all  their  commonable  cattle  in,  iq)on,  and 
[*3S9]  throughout  the  common  and  waste  of  *  Mynydd  Llangeino;." 
It  appeared  furtlun',  that  tbe  defendant  was  the  owner  of 
an  estate  within  the  manor  adjoining  the  waste,  and  that  the 
(juestion  which  tlie  action  was  broiight  to  try  was,  whether  certain 
pieces  <»t'  land,  wliidi  iiitei'vened  betw(M!n  what  was  nndoubtedly 
the  lord's  waste  and  that  wliich  was  (Miually  undoubtedly  the 
defendant's  estate,  l)elonged  to  the  plaintiif  as  part  of  his  waste, 
or  to  the  defendant  as  part  of  his  estate. 
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The  plaintiff,  in  support  of  his  claim,  proposed  to  give  in  evi- 
dence statenieiits,  made  before  any  controversy  arose,  by  certain 
deceased  tenants  of  certain  of  the  lands,  messuages,  and  tenements 
before  mentioned,  and  who,  as  such  tenants,  always  liad  exercised 
and  enjoyed  such  lights  of  common  as  before  mentioned  in  the 
common  and  waste,  and  while  they  were  such  tenants,  to  the  effect 
that  the  pieces  of  hind  in  (piestion  were  parcel  of  the  above-men- 
tioned common  and  waste,  and  were  waste  of  the  manor.  He  also 
offered  statements  to  the  same  purport,  made  by  persons  deceased, 
resident  in  the  manor  and  well  acquainted  with  the  manor,  though 
not  tenants,  or  claiming  to  exercise  any  riglits  of  common  on  the 
waste.  No  evidence  was  offered  of  the  exercise  of  any  right  of 
common  over  the  particular  pieces  of  land. 

The  learned  Judge  rejected  the  evidence,  and  the  jury  found  that 
the  closes  were  not  the  closes  of  the  plaintiff,  l)ut  were  the  clo.ses 
and  freehold  of  the  defendant. 

A  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered  to  the  ruling  of  the  learned 
Judge,  as  to  the  admissi1)ility  of  the  evidence  on  the  above- 
mentioned  facts. 

The  case  was  argued,  in  the  Court  of  Error,  in  the  sittings  after 
Trinity  Term,  1S50,  by  — 

Ellis,  for  tlie  plaintiff"  in  error  (the  plaintiff  below).  Two 
questions  were  raised  in  this  case;  first,  whether  evidence  of  repu- 
tation was  admissible ;  secondly,  whetlier  the  want  of  evidence  of 
actual  user  within  the  time  of  living  memory  rendered  the  evi- 
dence of  reputation  inadmissible.  As  to  the  first  point,  it  is  sul)- 
mitted  that  the  declarations  of  deceased  persons,  as  to  the  boundary 
of  the  l(jrd*s  w^aste,  were  admissilde.  The  tenants  of  the  manor 
are  interested  in  the  extent  (»f  the  waste.  Their  right  of  common 
on  the  waste,  being  the  riglit  of  an  aggregate  nundjer  of  persons, 
falls  under  the  head  of  a  public  right,  and  may,  consequently,  be 
proved  by  evidence  of  reputation.  JVerls  v.  Sparlr,  1  ]\I.  &  S.  679 
(14  R  It.  546).  In  that  case  it  was  held,  that  after  having  shown 
an  enjoyment  in  fact,  evidence  of  reputation  might  be  given  to 
prove  a  prescriptive  right  in  the  plaintiff  to  use  for  tillage  with 
corn  during  part  of  the  year  a  place  in  which  the  defendant 
claimed  on  the  record  a  right  of  common  for  cattle  levant  and 
couchant;  whicli  last  right  appeared  also  to  be  claimed  by  many 
others. 

[Maule,  J.      Prescription  is  a  private  right,  belonging  to  the 
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prescribing  party,  as  much  as  if  the  right  had  been  granted  by 
deed.      Tliat  case  cannot  be  supported  to  its  full  extent] 

So  far  as  it  can  be  considered  as  deciding  that  evidence  of 
reputation  is  admissible  to  support  a  merely  private  right,  it  has 
been  overruled,  l>ut  it  has  been  recognised  and  acted  upon  in 
Frichard  v.  Fo'well,  10  Q.  B.  589,  where  reputation  was  held 
admissible  in  support  of  an  allegation  of  an  immemorial  right  of 
common  pur  cause  de  vicinage.  In  Crease  v.  Barrett,  1  Cr.  M.  & 
Pi.  919,  4  L.  J.  (N.  vS. )  Ex.  297,  evidence  of  reputation  respecting 
the  custom  of  mining  in  a  particular  district  was  admitted.  So 
reputation  was  held  evidence  wlien  the  question  was  lietween  an 
individual  and  the  inhabitants  of  a  county  as  to  the  liability  to 
repair  a  bridge.  Tlie  Queen  v.  Sutton,  8  Ad.  &  E.  516,  7  L.  J. 
(N.  S.)  Q.  B.  205.  -The  right  to  a  ferry  is  a  matter  in  which  the 
yniblic  are  sufficiently  interested  to  allow  evidence  of  re})utation. 
Fivb  v.  Curell,  6  M.  &  W.  234.  Declarations  of  deceased  inhnb- 
itants  are  admissible  to  prove  the  boundaries  of  adjoining  parishes 
and  hamlets.  Meholls  v.  Farlrr,  14  East,  3:31  (12  iCVv.  542), 
and   Thomas  v.   Jenhins,  6   Ad.  &  E.  525,  6  L.   J.  (N.  S.)  K.  B. 

163.  The  extent  and  external  boundaries  of  a  manor  are 
[*390]    *  proveable  by  evidence  of  reputation.      Evans  \.  Fees,  10 

Ad.  &  E.  151,  9  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  M.  C.  83;  Doe  d.  FadvAeh 
V.  Slvimier,  3  Ex.  84,  18  L.  J.  Ex.  107,  and  Briscoe  v.  Lomax, 
8  Ad.  &  E.  198,  7  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  Q.  B.  148.  The  like  evidence,  it 
is  apprehended,  is  admissible  to  determine  in  this  case  the  boun- 
daries of  a  commonable  waste  within  the  manor.  Tlie  boundary 
of  the  waste  may  be  termed  an  internal  public  boundary.  Barnes 
v.  Mawson,  1  M.  &  S.  77  (14  B.  R.  397),  is  quite  in  point.  Cer- 
tnin  parts  of  the  manor  in  question  in  that  case  were  called  new 
land  and  other  parts  old  land  ;  and  the  inquiry  was,  wdiether  a 
certain  estate  was  jiart  of  the  new  land.  In  the  course  of  the 
argument,  Lord  Ellkxi'.okougii  said,  "  As  to  the  reputation  that 
tli(i  estate  was  always  termed  new  land,  the  evidence  was  admis- 
sible in  the  same  way  as  concerning  the  l)oundaries  of  a  manor,  to 
sliow  what  was  the  l)0undnry  of  the  new  land  within  tlie  andjit  of 
wliicli  this  V)articular  estate  was  included. "  Berand)ulations  of  a 
manor  are  admissible  in  proof  of  its  l)onii(lary.  Woolway  v.  Roc, 
1  Ad.  &  E.  114,  3  L.  J.  (X.  S.)  K.  P..  121.  It  is  no  objection  to 
the  declarations  olTcrcHl  in  this  case  that  they  were  in  favour  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties  making  them.      They  were  made  ante  litem 
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motam.  In  order  to  he  adiiiissilile,  the  declaratioii.s  mu.st  be  made 
by  partie.s  liavinj^  a  competent  knowledge  of  the  rights;  tliey  gen- 
erally must  have  a  certain  amcjunt  of  interest  in  the  matter. 
Credsc  v.  Barrett.  It  is  no  objection  that  reputation  as  evidence 
of  a  pul)lic  Ijoundary  is  used  for  the  purpose  of  e.stablishing  a 
private  right.  Briscoe  v.  Lunuu:  sliows  that  a  party  who  wishes 
to  prove  the  boundary  of  his  estate  may  oiler  evidence  of  reputa- 
tion to  ])rove  tlie  boundaiy  of  the  manor  in  which  it  lies,  and  may 
then,  by  other  evidence,  ])rove  that  his  estate  is  conterminous  with 
the  manor. 

Secondly,  it  was  not  necessary  to  give  evidence  of  user  of  the 
locus  in  quo  as  part  of  the  waste  within  living  memory  l)efore  evi- 
dence of  reputation  was  admissible.  The  proposition  to  that  eft'ect 
in  Wcek.-i  v.  Spcrlc  is  distinctly  overruled  in  Crease  v.  Barrett. 
Starkie  on  Evidence,  p.  18:!.  It  never  has  been  applied  to  ques- 
tions of  l)oundarv. 

[Pauke,  V).  The  want  of  evidence  of  user  only  goes  to  the 
weight  of  the  evidence  of  reputation.] 

Martin,  for  the  defendant  in  error,  the  defendant  below.  The 
evidence  in  this  case  merely  sliows  that  certain  persons  have  a 
right  of  common  in  the  waste  of  this  manor.  There  is  no  public 
right  in  question.  It  is  not  said  how  they  obtained  the  right, 
whether  by  grant  or  by  prescription.  It  is  submitted,  the  Court 
cannot  presume  that  it  existed  l)y  custom. 

[Maule,  J.  It  is  not  alleged  in  this  bill  of  exceptions,  that 
the  right  of  common  was  by  custom.] 

[Parke,  B.  It  is  aml)iguous  whether  the  right  of  common 
belongs  to  all  the  tenants  of  the  manor,  or  to  some  only.] 

The  right  of  common  here  is  merely  a  private  right  of  a  few  per- 
sons, and  reputation  is  not  evidence  in  such  a  case.  Moreivood  v. 
Wood,  14  East,  327,  n.  (12  K.  R.  537),  and  The  King  v.  Antrohus, 
2  Ad.  &  i:.  788,  4  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  K.  B.  91. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  does  not  find  that  the  right  of  common 
was  exercised  by  the  tenants  as  tenants  of  the  manor. 

[Alderson,  B.  It  may  be  that  particular  rights  were  granted 
to  particular  tenants.  If  so,  the  question  would  be,  whether 
several  particular  rights  could  be  treated  as  equivalent  to  one 
general  one.] 

It  does  not  even  follow  that  all  the  tenants  have  the  same 
rights.      This  is  not  like  the  case  of  all  the  tenants  of  the  manor 
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having  a  general  right  of  common  over  all  the  wastes  in  the 
manor.  In  Clothier  v.  Chcqmuoi,  14  East,  o31  (12  Ii.  R.  54.'^), 
reputation  as  to  the  boundaries  of  a  waste  alleged  to  Ije  parcel  of 
a  farm  was  rejected.  The  observations  of  Littledale,  J. ,  in 
Richards  v.  Bassctt',  IQ  B.  &  C.  657,  8  L.  J.  K.  B.  289, 
[*  .391]  are  very  strong  *as  to  the  propriety  of  limiting  evidence 
of  reputation  to  questions  of  really  public  rights.  In 
Barnes  v.  Maivson,  in  the  passage  relied  on  by  the  other  side, 
Lord  Ellenbokough,  C.  J. ,  is  not  giving  a  considered  judgment  on 
a  point  discussed  before  him.  His  remarks  are  not  in  accordance 
with  the  decisions  of  later  times.  Besides,  whether  a  portion  of 
a  manor  be  called  new  land  or  old  land  is,  in  reality,  a  question 
of  fact,  not  a  question  of  reputation.  The  evidence  of  reputation 
was  properly  admitted  in  The  Queen  v.  Sutton  to  prove  the  right 
of  common  par  canse  eh:  vicinage,  as  that  can  only  exist  by  custom  ; 
and  it  is  conceded  that  reputation  is  evidence  to  prove  a  custom. 
Th.e  admission  of  evidence  of  reputation  depends  upon  authority, 
not  on  principle.  The  Courts  will  not  extend  it  beyond  the 
decided  cases.  It  is  very  likely  to  mislead.  It  must  be  admitted, 
that  after  the  case  of  Crease  v.  Barrett  the  second  objection  cannot 
]<e  supported. 

Ellis,  in  reply.  There  is  a  sufficient  statement  of  a  general 
right  of  common  in  all  the  tenants  of  the  manor  to  allow  the 
admission  of  evidence  of  reputation.  The  first  class  of  declara- 
tions offered  were  declarations  by  deceased  tenants,  who,  in  the 
capacity  of  tenants  holding  tenements  of  the  manor,  exercised 
tlieir  rights  of  common  on  the  waste. 

[Pakke,  B.  If  this  is  a  common  in  which  all  the  tenants  are 
interested,  the  declarations  of  persons  resident  near  the  spot  would 
be  also  admissible  prima  facie.  The  only  question  remaining, 
therefore,  is  whether  tliis  is  a  public  matter.] 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by  — 
1*ai;ki-:,  I!.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  my  Brother 
I'f^att  was  riglit  in  rejecting  evidence  of  reputation,  offered  on 
llie  trial  before  him,  to  show  tlie  title  of  llie  lord  of  the  manor  of 
Ogniore  to  certain  land  within  the  am1)it  of  the  manor.  The  evi- 
dence was,  that  tliere  were  very  many  lands  and  tenements  held 
of  the  manor,  the  tenants  whereof,  in  respect  of  those  lands,  had 
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always  exercised  riglits  of  coininon,  for  all  their  cuminoiiahle 
cattle, on  a  (pertain  waste  adjoining  to  wiiieli  wa.s  the  locus  in  qn.o, 
and  that  deceased  persons  being  such  tenants,  and  exercising  such 
rights  ante  lilcm  mutam,  declared  tliat  the  locus  in  quo  was  parcel 
of  the  waste.  Another  description  of  evidence  was,  that  certain 
deceased  residents  in  the  manor  had  made  similar  declarations. 
No  evidence  was  given  of  the  exercise  of  any  rights  by  the  tenants 
over  the  locus  in  quo.  My  Brotlier  Platt  rejected  the  evidence, 
and  we  think  rightly.  In  the  course  of  the  argument  we  inti- 
mated our  opinion,  that  the  want  of  evidence  of  acts  of  enjoyment 
of  the  rights  did  not  affect  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence,  ])ut 
only  its  value  when  admitted.  We  also  stated  that  no  objection 
could  be  made  to  the  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  it  proceeded 
from  persons  wlio  had  not  competent  knowledge  upon  the  subject, 
or  from  persons  who  were  themselves  interested  in  the  question. 
The  main  incpiiry  was,  whether  this  was  a  subject  of  a  sufficiently 
public  nature  to  justify  the  reception  of  hearsay  evidence  relating 
to  it.  If  this  ([uestion  had  been  one  in  which  all  the  inhabitants 
of  the  manor,  or  all  the  tenants  of  it,  or  of  a  particular  district  of 
it,  had  been  interested,  reputation  from  any  deceased  inhabitant 
or  tenant,  or  even  deceased  residents  in  the  manor,  would  liave 
been  admissible,  such  residents  having  presumably  a  knowledge 
of  such  local  customs;  and  if  there  had  been  a  common  law  right 
f or  «very  tenant  of  the  manor  to  have  common  on  the  wastes  of  a 
manor,  reputation  from  any  decea.sed  tenant  as  to  the  extent  of 
those  wastes,  and  therefore  as  to  any  particular  land  being  waste 
of  the  manor,  would  have  been  admissible.  But  althougli  there 
are  some  books  which  state  that  "  common  appendant "  is  "  of 
common  right,"  and  that  "common  appendant"  is  the  "common 
law  right"  of  every  free  tenant  on  the  lord's  wastes,  for  example, 

1  Wms.    Saund.    346,    d,    note  /,   and  Barnett  v.    Reeve,   AVilles, 
231,  it  is  not  to  be  understood  that  every  tenant  of  a  manor  lias 
by  the  common  law  such  a  riglit,  but  only  that  certain 
tenants  *  have  such  a  right,  not  by  prescription,  but  as  a   [*  392] 
right  by  common  law,  incident  to  the  grant.      This  is  ex- 
plained in  Lord  Coke's  Commentaries  on  the  Statute  of  Merton, 

2  Inst.  85.  He  says,  "  By  this  recital  (of  that  statute)  a  point  of 
the  ancient  common  law  appearetli,  tliat  when  a  lord  of  a  manor 
(wherein  were  great  waste  grounds)  did  enfeoff  others  of  some  par- 
cels of  arable  lands,  the  feoffees  ad  manutenendum  servitium  socce 
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should  have  common  in  the  said  wastes  of  the  lord,  for  two  causes : 
—  First,  as  incident  to  the  feoffment,  for  the  feoffee  could  not 
plough  and  manure  his  ground  without  beasts,  and  they  could  not 
be  sustained  without  pasture ;  and  by  consequence  the  tenant 
should  have  common  in  the  wastes  of  the  lord,  for  his  beasts  which 
do  plough  and  manure  his  tenancy  as  appendant  to  his  tenancy, 
and  this  was  the  beginning  of  '  common  appendant. '  The  second 
reason  was,  for  maintenance  and  advancement  of  agriculture  and 
tillage,  which  was  much  favoured  by  law.  "  The  same  law  is-  laid 
down  in  Coke  v.  Fnrster,  1  EolL  Abr.  396,  1,  45. 

This  right,  therefore,  is  not  a  common  right  of  all  tenants,  but 
belongs  only  to  each  grantee  (before  the  statute  quia  ew^Jtorcs')  of 
arable  land  by  virtue  of  his  individual  grant,  and  is  an  incident 
thereto;  and  it  is  as  much  a  peculiar  right  of  the  grantee  as  one 
derived  by  express  grant  or  by  prescription,  though  it  differs  in 
its  extent,  being  limited  to  such  cattle  as  are  kept  for  ploughing 
and  manuring  the  aralile  land  granted,  and  as  are  of  a  description 
fit  for  that  purpose ;  whereas  the  riglit  by  grant  or  prescription  has 
no  such  limits,  and  depends  'upon  the  will  of  the  grantor.  We 
are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  precisely  in  the  same 
situation  as  if  evidence  had  been  offered  that  there  were  many  per- 
sons, tenants  of  the  manor,  who  had  separate  prescriptive  rights 
over  the  lord's  wastes,  and  reputation  is  not  admissible  in  the 
case  of  such  separate  rights,  each  being  private,  and  depending  on 
each  separate  prescription,  unless  the  proposition  can  be  supported, 
that  because  there  are  many  sucli  riglits,  the  rights  have  a  public 
character,  and  the  evidence  therefore  liecomes  admissible.  We 
think  this  position  cannot  be  maintained.  It  is  imi)ossil)le  to  say 
in  such  a  case  where  the  dividing  point  is.  What  is  the  number 
of  rights  which  is  to  cause  their  nature  to  be  changed,  and  to  give 
them  a  public  character?  But  it  is  said  that  tliere  are  cases  which 
have  decided,  that  where  there  are  numerous  private  prescriptive 
rights  reputation  is  admissible,  and  the  case  of  Weeks  v.  S2}arle 
is  relied  upon  as  establishing  that  proposition.  The  reasons  given 
by  tlie  different  Judges  in  that  case  would  certainly  not  be  satis- 
factory at  this  day;  some  putting  it  on  tlie  ground  of  the  custom 
of  tlie  circuit,  some  u])on  the  ground  that  wlieve  there  was  ])roof  of 
tlie  enjoyment  of  the  right  reputation  was  admissible;  both  these 
reasons  are  now  held  to  be  insufficient.  Tt  may  ])e  that  tlie  evi- 
dence admitted  was  that  of  rej)utation  from  deceased  commoners, 
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which  wouhl  l)e  admissible  on  the  same  principle  that  the  state- 
ment of  a  deceased  person  in  possession  of  land  abridging  or  limit- 
ing his  interest  is  admissible;  but  that  reason  does  not  apply  to 
the  present  case,  because  the  statements  are  used  to  extend,  not  to 
limit  the  rights.  It  was  also  said,  that  the  case  of  Weeks  v. 
Sparke  had  since  been  sanctioned  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
in  that  of  Priehard  v.  Poiocll,  where  it  was  held,  that  reputation 
was  admissible  to  prove  common  between  two  wastes  pur  cause  de 
vicinage.  But  the  claim  in  that  case  was  treated  as  a  matter  of 
immemorial  custom  (10  Q.  B.  603),  and  reputation  in  support  of 
a  custom  is  admissible.  We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the 
evidence  of  reputation  offered  in  this  case  was,  according  to  the 
well-established  rule  in  the  modern  cases,  inadmissible,  as  it  is, 
in  reality,  in  support  of  a  mere  private  prescription,  and  the  num- 
ber of  these  private  rights  does  not  make  them  to  be  of  a  public 
nature.     Therefore  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

Jadgmeiit  affirmed. 

Reg.  V.  Inhabitants  of  Bedfordshire. 

24  L.  J.  Q.  B.  81-86  (s.  c.  4  YA\.  &  Bl.  b3b). 

Evidence. — Reputation.  —  JIafters  of  Public  Interest. — Liability  to  re-  [81] 
pair  Ratione  Tenurte. 

Evidence  of  reputation  is  adniis-sible  in  questions  relating  to  matters  of  pnlilic 
and  general  interest,  notwitlistauding  that  matters  of  private  interest  may  also 
be  involved  in  the  inquiry. 

Therefore,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  the  county  of  B.  for  the  non- 
repair of  a  bridge,  to  which  they  pleaded  that  A.  was  liable  ratione  temirce  to 
repair  a  portion  of  the  bridge,  evidence  of  reputation  that  A.  and  his  predecessors 
were  liable  to  do  the  repairs  to  that  part,  was  held  to  be  admissible. 

[1855,  January  24.]  This  was  a  presentment,  by  a  Justice  of 
the  Peace,  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  county  of  Bedford,  under 
the  13  Geo.  III.  c.  59,  that  a  common  and  public  bridge,  com- 
monly called  Harrold  Bridge,  in  the  parishes  of  Odell  and  Chel- 
lington,  in  the  county  of  Bedford,  was  out  of  repair,  and  that  tlie 
inhabitants  of  the  said  county  ought  to  repair  and  amend  the 
same. 

This  presentment  having  been  removed  by  certiorari,  the  defend- 
ants pleaded  (except  as  to  the  portions  of  the  said  bridge  after 
specified)  not  guilty  ;  and  as  to  a  certain  portion  of  the  said  bridge, 
commencing  at  the  northern  end  thereof,  and  extending  thence  for 
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the  length  of  twenty  yards  along  the  said  hridge,  and  throughout 
the  whole  breadth  thereof  to  the  centre  of  the  pier  between  the 
first  and  secoiitl  arches  thereof,  that  one  Crewe  Alston,  ])y  reason 
of  his  tenure  of  the  demesne  lands  of  the  manor  of  Odell,  in  the 
parish  of  Odell,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  of  the  services  of 
the  same  manor,  ought  to  repair  and  amend  the  said  portion  of  the 
said  bridge  when  and  so  often  as  there  might  be  occasion.  The 
plea  then  alleged  a  similar  liability  in  Earl  de  Grey  and  other 
persons  respectively  to  repair  other  portions  of  the  bridge,  by 
reason  of  their  tenure  of  other  lands.  The  replication  took  issue 
on  the  several  allegations  in  tlie  plea. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  tried,  liefore  Cresswell,  J. ,  at  the 
Huntingdon  Summer  Assizes,  1854,  when  it  appeared  that  Harrold 
Bridge  consisted  of  a  main  bridge  over  the  River  Ouse,  containing 
six  arches,  a  second  portion  over  some  dead  water,  containing  nine 
arches,  and  a  long  foot-bridge,  containing  nineteen  arches.  It 
was  not  disputed  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  county  were  liable  to 
repair  the  foot-bridge  or  the  nine  arches  over  the  dead  water ;  but 
fis  to  the  bridge  of  six  arches  over  the  main  river,  the  case  of  the 
defendants  was,  that  a  liability  to  repair  raflonr  toiurcc  attached 
upon  Mr.  Alston  as  to  the  first  arch  at  the  iu)rthern  end,  u})on 
Earl  de  Grey  as  to  the  second  arch,  and  upon  the  Misses  Trevor 
as  to  the  third  arch,  the  county  being  liable  to  repair  the  remain- 
ing three  arches.  The  substantial  question  was  as  to  the  non- 
repair of  the  three  arches  alleged  to  be  repairalde  ratioiie  fcnura\ 
and  a  great  deal  of  evidence  was  given  by  the  defendants  in  sup- 
port of  that  part  of  the  plea.  In  the  course  of  tlie  trial,  a  witness 
was  asked  by  the  coimsel  for  the  defendants  whether  he  had  ever 
heard  his  deceased  father  or  grandfather  (l)oth  of  whom  had  done 
repairs  to  the  bridge)  say  who  was  liable  to  rejiair  these  tliree 
arches.  This  question,  being  objected  to  as  inadmissilde,  was  not 
])ermitted  by  the  learned  Judge  to  be  answered  by  the  witness. 
Tlie  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  Crown  upon  the  issues  raised 
upon  the  linliilitv  to  re]>aii'  ratioiic  /ciivnr. 

A  rule  to  show  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  of  the  improper  rejection  of  evidence,  having  been 
obtained,  —  , 

Tozer   and    "\V(dls    showed    cause. ^      Both   upon    j)rinciple    and 

1  Jiuiiiary  18,  liefore  Lord  (-A.Mri!i;i,i,,  C.  J.,  Coi.kkidgk,  .J.,  WiGifjAN,  J.,  and 
Ckojipion,  J. 
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iiuthurity  evidence  of  reputation  i.s  not  adniissihle  to  show  a  lia- 
bility of  a  private  person  to  repair  a  bridge  or  a  road  ratione 
tcnurcr.  The  only  ca.se  directly  in  point  i.s  The  Queen  v.  The 
Inhahltants  of  Wavcrtj'cc,  2  Moo.  &  If.  .'Joo,  where,  upon  an 
indictment  against  a  parish  for  non-repair  of  a  road  evidence  of 
reputation  was  offered  to  show  that  an  individual  was 
liable  *  ratione  tcnura\  and  MaI'le,  J.,  expressly  decided  [*  82] 
that  such  evidence  was  not  adiui.ssible,  as  the  liability  was 
of  a  private  nature.  No  doubt,  the  defendants  (the  parish)  were 
there  acquitted,  so  there  was  no  opportunity  of  reviewing  the 
decision.  In  a  note  to  that  case,  all  tlie  authorities  bearing  upon 
the  question  are  referred  to.  In  Moreioood  v.  Wood,  14  East, 
327,  n.  (12  E.  E.  537),  Lord  Kexyox,  C.  J.,  lays  down  the  cor- 
rect rule  upon  this  subject,  namely,  that  the  matter  in  respect  of 
which  hearsay  is  admissible  must  be  one  of  public  interest  and 
concern,  because  all  mankind  being  interested  therein  it  is  natural 
to  suppose  they  may  be  conversant  with  the  sul)jects,  and  that 
they  should  discourse  together  about  them,  having  all  the  same 
means  of  information ;  and  Buller,  J. ,  there  adds,  that  a  founda- 
tion for  evidence  of  reputation  ought  "  first  to  be  laid  by  other 
evidence  of  the  right."  The  jury  should  be  furnished  with  some 
means  of  saying  what  weight  is  to  be  attached  to  the  evidence. 
Xo  doubt,  reputation  is  admissible  to  prove  a  matter  which  affects 
not  only  the  public  at  large,  but  also  a  large  and  entire  class  of 
persons.  But  the  principle  upon  which  it  is  admitted  is  still  the 
same.  Weeks  v.  Sparlcc,  1  M.  &  S.  679  (14  E.  E.  546).  In 
(Questions  as  to  the  boundaries  of  manors,  reputation  is  admi.ssible, 
because  the  tenants  are  the  proper  depositaries  of  information,  and 
they  of  all  others  have  the  means  of  knowledge  In  Prichard  v. 
Pou-cll,  10  Q.  B.  589,  15  L.  J.  Q.  B.  166,  reputation  was  admitted 
to  support  a  right  of  common  pur  cause  de  vicinacje  between  two 
neighbouring  conmions ;  but  it  was  there  only  necessary  to  show 
the  existence  for  a  certain  time  of  the  claim  set  up  in  order  to 
define  the  rights  of  the  parties.  It  was  not  necessary  to  give 
evidence  showing  a  legal  origin.  That  decision  proceeded  on  the 
authority  of  Weeks  v.  Sparl:e,  and  must  be  considered  as  overruled 
by  Earl  Dunravenv.  Llewellyn,  15  Q.  B.  791,  19  L.  J.  Q.  B.  388 
(p.  419,  ante),  where  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  held  that 
reputation  was  not  admissible  to  establish  a  right  of  common 
appendant  over  the  lord's  waste.      The  King  v.   Cotton,  3  Camp. 
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444  (14  li.  11.  780),  is  not  an  authority  either  way,  as  the  award 
which  was  ottered  as  evidence  of  reputation  was  nmde  i^ost  litem. 
motam.  In  The  King  v.  Antrohus,  2  Ad.  &  ¥j.  788,  4  L.  J. 
(N. S.)  K.  B.  91,  there  is  a  dictum  of  Tatteson,  J.,  intimating; 
that  reputation  is  not  admissible  to  prove  a  liability  to  repair 
ratione  tcnurcc,  and  there  such  evidence  was  rejected  as  proof 
of  an  obligation  upon  an  individual  to  perform  a  public  duty. 
Driiikwater  v.  Porter,  7  Car.  &  P.  181,  is  very  different  from  the 
present  case.  There  the  issue  was,  whether  a  place  on  the  bank 
of  a  river  was  a  public  landing-place,  as  to  which  the  public  must 
have  had  the  proper  means  of  knowledge.  The  Queen  v.  Sutton, 
8  Ad.  &  E.  516,  7  L.  J.  (N.S.)  Q.  B.  205,  was  a  case  not  of  repu- 
tation, but  of  matters  of  judicial  proceeding,  which  were  of  course 
properly  received  in  evidence,  whether  the  liability  charged  was 
of  public  or  private  right.  It  would  be  extremely  dangerous  in 
such  a  case  as  the  present  to  admit  evidence  of  reputation,  which 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  except  where  the  declaration  is  made  by 
a  person  who  has  personal  knowledge  of  the  fact  declared.  Here 
there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  answer  to  the  (question  proposed 
would  have  contained  anything  but  the  merest  hearsay.  Suppose 
that  the  stewards  of  these  manors,  being  occupiers  of  land  in  the 
neighbourhood,  had  been  shown  to  have  done  repairs,  there  is 
nothing  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  they  did  so  by  reason  of 
the  prescriptive  liability  of  the  lands. 

[Crompton,  J.  If  A.  B.  were  charged  with  a  liability  to  repair 
ratione  tenurm,  and  he  were  to  set  up  C.  I),  's  liability  to  repair 
ratione  tenura:,  might  each  give  evidence  of  reputation  to  fix  the 
other's  liability  ?] 

It  is  contended  that  this  could  not  be  done,  as  this  is  a  mere 
private  question  not  directly  concerning  the  public  or  any  definite 
class  of  persons.  The  learned  Judge,  therefore,  was  correct  in 
rejecting  tlie  evidence. 

Worlledge  and  Pearce,  in  sujiport  of  tin;  rule.  The  evidence  of 
repulation  ought  to  Imve  beiMi  admitted.  The  indictment 
[*  8,^]  cliarges  the  county  at  large  with  the  *  liability  to  repair, 
and  iho.y  seek  to  discharge  themselves  by  showing  that  cer- 
tain iii(li\i(biaJs  are  liable.  Tlie  evidence,  therefore,  if  admitted, 
would  go  to  discharge  llic  ]iii1)lic  lisdjility  as  well  as  to  charge  the 
individual.  It  would  clearly  be  admissible  to  charge  the  public: 
why  not  then  to  discharge  the  public  by  showing  that  an  indi- 
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vidual  is  lialjle  V  One  ground  upon  which  evidence  of  reputation 
is  admitted  is,  that  the  matter  to  which  it  relates  concerns  the 
public,  who  are  likely  to  know  the  truth  and  to  converse  on  the 
subject.  Applying  that  test  here  ;  so  long  as  a  bridge  is  repaired, 
it  is  immaterial  to  the  public  who  is  liable  to  repair  it,  but  if  it 
is  out  of  repair  every  person  who  requires  to  use  it  has  an  interest 
in  kniiwing  against  whwui  \\v.  ought  to  prcjceed  to  compel  ihe 
repairs,  and  it  is  i)rol)able  that  such  liability  will  beconie  a  topic 
of  conversation  in  the  neighlxjurliood.  'I'his  is  eipially  so  whetlier 
the  county  or  a  private  person  is  bound  to  do  the  repairs.  But, 
according  to  llie  Queen  v.  Jiuelnall,  2  Ld.  Raym.  792,  804,  T)ie 
Queen  v.  Tlie  iJuehess  of  Buer/eueh,  1  Salk.  358,  and  The  Queen  v. 
Watts,  7  Mod.  55,  if  a  manor  is  charged  with  the  liability  to 
repair  a  bridge  or  highway,  every  tenant  of  the  manor  is  individ- 
ually liable  to  the  whole  charge.  In  that  view,  therefore,  this  is 
a  matter  which  concerns  a  large  class  of  persons,  viz.,  the  tenants 
of  the  manor ;  and  so  the  evidence  is  admissible.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  contend  at  present  that  this  evidence  would  be  admissible 
in  a  contest  between  two  private  liabilities,  because  here  the  pub- 
lic liability  is  in  issue.  It  is  said  that  the  reputation  may  have 
originated  without  competent  knowledge  of  the  fact ;  l)ut,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  may  be  founded  on  an  admission  of  liability  by  the 
lord  of  the  manor  on  a  former  occasion. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Or  it  may  have  arisen  from  his  having 
been  convicted.  ] 

The  only  authority  directly  against  admitting  this  evidence  is 
The  Queen  v.  Wavertree  ;  but  the  view  taken  by  Maule,  J. ,  tliere 
would,  if  carried  out  to  its  full  extent,  exclude  reputation  in  many 
cases  where  it  is  undoubtedly  admissible.  Suppose  there  were  a 
claim  of  a  public  footpath  acro.ss  a  park.  There  evidence  of  repu- 
tation as  to  user  by  the  public  is  clearly  admissible,  and  3'et  it 
tends  to  throw  a  burden  upon  the  ow^ner  of  the  park.  It  is  never- 
theless admissible,  because  it  goes  to  establish  a  }iul)lic  right. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Would  evidence  of  reputation  be  admis- 
sible in  an  indictment  charging  an  individual  with  a  liability  to 
repair  rcitione  tenvrcc  ?] 

The  Queen  v.  Sutton  is  an  authority  that  it  would.  It  was 
argued  that  the  evidence  there  was  admissilile  as  reputation,  and 
although  the  judgment  of  tlie  Court  does  not  in  terms  state  that  it 
was  admitted  on  that  ground,  it  is  ([uite  consistent  with  that  being 
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the  ground  of  the  decision.  Indeed,  the  presentment  and  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  could  not  be  properly  admissible  on  any  other 
ground,  except  that  of  reputation.  Evans  v.  Rces,  10  Ad.  &  E. 
151,  9  L.  J.  (N.S.)  M.  C.  83;  iMijhowni  v.  Crisp,  4  M.  &  W. 
320,  8  L.  J.  (X.S.)  Ex.  118;  and  Pirn  v.  Curell,  6  M.  &  W.  234. 
The  proceedings  there  admitted  cannot  be  treated  as  a  judgment  in 
rem.  In  The  Earl  of  Carnarroii  v,  Villehois,  13  M.  &  W.  313, 
14  L.  J.  Ex.  233,  evidence  of  reputation  was  admitted  to  prove  a 
prescriptive  claim  of  free  warren  over  a  manor.  The  dictum  of 
Patteson,  J.,  in  The  King  v.  Antrohvs,  is  put  merely  interroga- 
tively, without  expressing  any  opinion  on  the  point;  and  the 
decision  in  The  King  v.  Cotton  is  against  the  view  there  supposed 
to  be  thrown  out. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  objection  there  was,  that  the  evi- 
dence was  j^ost  litem  motam.  ] 

Still  the  learned  Judge  rests  its  admissibility  if  it  had  been  ante 
litem  motam.  on  the  ground  of  reputation.  In  The  Q,iee/i  v.  Leigh, 
10  Ad.  &  E.  398,  orders  of  Commissioners  of  Sewers  were  admitted 
as  evidence  of  liability  to  repair  sea-walls  rationc  fenura>.  This 
can  only  have  been  on  the  ground  of  reputation.  The  Earl  of 
Dunraven  v.  Llewellyn  has  no  direct  bearing  on  the  present  case, 

because  the  claim  of  the  right  of  common  was  in  respect 
[*  84]   of  a  particular  tenement,  and  therefore  not  a  matter  of  *  such 

a  nature  as  would  make  reputation  admissible. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Judgment  was  now  delivered  bv  — 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  question  which  wo  have  to  deter- 
mine in  this  case  is  whether,  at  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  the 
non-repair  of  a  puldic  bridge,  witli  a  ])lea  that  third  ju'rsons  are 
bound  to  repair  the  bridge  rationc  tcnura',  evidence  of  reputation 
1)0  admissible.  The  law  of  Phigland  lays  down  the  rule,  that  on 
the  trial  of  issues  of  fact  before  a  jury  hearsay  evidence  is  to  be 
excluded,  as  the  jury  might  often  be  misled  by  it,  Imt  makes 
exceptions  when  a  relaxation  of  the  rule  tends  to  tlie  due  investi- 
gation of  truth  and  the  attainment  of  justice.  One  of  tliese  excep- 
tions is  wlicn  the  question  relates  to  matters  of  ])ul)lic  or  general 
intf^rest.  The  term  "  interest  "  here  docs  not  mean  that  which  is 
interesting  from  gratifying  curiosity  or  a  love  of  information  or 
amusement,  but  that  in  which  a  class  of  tlio  community  have  a 
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pecuniary  interest,  by  whidi  their  le^al  rights  or  lial)ilities  are 
affected.  The  admissiliility  of  tlie  declarations  of  deceased  ])er- 
sons  in  such  cases  is  sanctioned,  because  these  rights  and  liabili- 
ties are  generally  of  ancient  and  obscure  origin,  and  may  be  acted 
upon  only  at  distant  intervals  of  time;  because  direct  proof  of 
their  existence,  therefore,  ought  not  to  Ije  required;  because  in 
local  matters  in  which  the  community  are  interested,  all  persons 
living  in  the  neighbourhood  are  likely  to  be  conversant;  because 
common  rights  and  liabilities  being  naturally  talked  of  in  public, 
what  is  dropped  in  conversation  respecting  them  may  be  presumed 
to  be  true ;  Ijecause  conflicting  interests  would  lead  to  contradic- 
tion from  others  if  the  statements  were  false,  and  thus  a  trust- 
worthy reputation  may  arise  from  the  concurrence  of  many  parties 
unconnected  with  each  other,  who  are  all  interested  in  investigat- 
ing the  su])ject.  But  the  rela^iation  has  not  been,  and  ought  not 
to  be,  extended  to  (juestions  relating  to  matters  of  mere  private 
interest;  for  respecting  these,  direct  proof  may  be  given,  and  no 
trustworthy  reputation  is  likely  to  arise.  We  must  remark,  hc»w- 
ever,  that  although  a  private  interest  should  be  involved  with  a 
matter  of  public  interest,  the  reputation  respecting  rights  and 
liabilities  affecting  classes  of  the  community  cannot  be  excluded, 
or  this  relaxation  of  the  rule  against  the  admission  of  hearsay 
evidence  would  often  be  found  unavailing. 

Let  us  now  upon  these  principles  examine  whether  the  issue 
joined  on  the  record  raises  a  (question  on  which  evidence  of  repu- 
tation ought  to  be  admitted.  It  does  involve  matter  of  j»rivate 
right,  viz.,  whether  certain  lands  are  burdened  with  tlie  charge 
of  repairing  certain  arches  of  this  bridge,  a  matter  of  great  impor- 
tance to  the  owners  of  these  lands.  But  does  it  not  likewise 
relate  to  matters  of  public  and  general  interest  within  the  received 
legal  meaning  of  these  words?  All  the  inhabitants  of  the  county 
of  Bedford  who  have  any  property  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the 
county  rate  have  an  interest  in  the  question,  whether  the  bridge 
is  to  be  repaired  by  the  county,  or  whether  the  county  is  exempted 
from  this  burden,  the  obligation  to  repair  it  lying  upon  the  owners 
of  certain  lands  rationc  teimra\  The  amount  of  the  sum  which 
every  such  inhabitant  is  liable  to  contribute  to  the  county  rate 
will  be  affected  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 

There  is  likewise  another  class  of  the  community  who  have  an 
interest  in  this  question,  probably  not  so  numerous,  but  sufficiently 
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nuiuerous  to  make  it  a  matter  of  public  interest,  —  those  who 
have  occasion  to  use  the  bridge.  When  it  becomes  ruinous  and 
impassable  (as  it  now  is),  the  liability  to  repair  it  is  a  matter  of 
much  importance  to  this  class  of  the  community.  Tf  they  indict 
the  county,  the  burden  of  repairing  lying  upon  the  owners  of 
lands  ratione  tenitra;,  or  if  they  indict  the  owners  of  these  lands, 
the  burden  of  repairing  lying  upon  the  county,  they  fail  in  the' 
prosecution ;  they  incui'  a  heavy  expense,  and  the  bridge  remains 
ruinous  and  impassable.  The  question,  therefore,  is  almost  sure 
to  be  discussed  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  a  true  reputation  upon 
the  subject  is  likely  to  prevail. 

It  was  contended  that  the  evidence  should  be  excluded,  because 
the  deceased  person  whose  declaration  is  to  be  admitted,  could 
only  draw  his  inference  from  some  act  of  repair,  and  that 
[*  85]  this  would,  in  *  substance,  be  admitting  evidence  of  repu- 
tation of  a  particular  fact ;  but  the  deceased  person  may 
have  spoken  from  a  distinct  reputation  prevailing  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood, without  reference  to  anything  done  within  his  own 
knowledge ;  or  he  and  others  may  have  heard  the  owner  of  the 
lands  in  question  admit  that  he  had  repaired,  and  was  liable  to 
repair  the  ])ridge  ratione  tcnurcc.  If  the  possibility  that  the 
deceased  person's  inference  may  proceed  from  some  defective 
j)remises  were  sufficient  to  exclude  it,  this  head  of  evidence  would 
be  entirely  put  an  end  to.  The  weight  to  be  attached  to  it  must 
vary  exceedingly,  and  perhajis  can  never  be  very  great;  but  the 
law  says  that  it  is  to  be  received.  If  the  question  were  whether 
a  bridge  be  a  public  l)ridge  which  the  public  have  a  right  to  use, 
and  the  county  is  bound  to  repair,  there  seems  to  l)e  no  doubt  that 
evidence  of  reputation  would  be  admissible,  and  there  seems  no 
reason  for  following  a  different  course  when  the  question  is  whether 
the  county  or  an  individual  is  bound  to  repair.  Here  the  ])rivate 
liability  of  the  individual  comes  in,  but  the  question  of  the  lia- 
bility of  the  county  remains.  Tlie  answer  expected  to  the  question 
overruled  ]ir()])ably  was,  tliat  the  witness  liad  heard  liis  deceased 
father  say,  that  there  was  in  the  county  of  IJedfoid  a  reputation 
res]»ecting  the  lia])ility  to  repair  certain  arches  of  Harrold  Bridge, 
vi/. ,  that  they  sliould  lie  repaired  l)y  tlu;  owners  of  th(^  lands  men- 
tioned in  tlie  ])lea.  Tin's  does  touch  the  piivate  right,  and  throws 
a  ])urd(!n  on  individuals;  but  at  the  same  time  it  touches  the 
question  wliether  tlie  county  is  bound  to  repair,  and  it  indicates 
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the  right  per.sons  against  whom  proceedings  should  be  instituted 
with  a  view  to  obtain  a  repair  of  tlie  bridge,  these  being  matters 
■clearly  of  public  interest. 

There  certainly  is  an  express  authority  on  the  other  side  very 
much  to  be  respected.  In  The  Qiiccn  v.  Wavcrtrec,  on  the  trial 
of  an  indictment  for  not  repairing  a  highway,  the  counsel  for  the 
defendants  having  offered  evidence  of  reputation  that  the  owners 
of  cartain  land  adjoining  the  road  were  bound  to  repair  ratione 
teiiurcc,  Maule,  J.,  was  of  opinion  that  evidence  of  reputation 
■could  not  be  admitted  to  establish  a  liability  to  repair  ratione 
■temtrcc ;  that  liability  being  a  matter  of  a  private  nature.  ]^>ut  it 
would  appear  from  the  report  that  the  point  was  not  argued,  and 
that  no  authorities  were  cited;  and  the  verdict  having  been  for 
the  defendants,  there  was  no  opportunity  of  questioning  the  ruling 
of  the  learned  Judge.  The  liability  of  the  individual  to  repair 
ratione  tenura',  as  far  as  he  was  concerned,  was  a  matter  of  a  pri- 
vate nature;  but  it  involved  the  liability  of  the  inhabitants  of  the 
township  to  repair,  which  was  a  matter  of  a  puljlic  nature,  ailect- 
ing  the  pecuniary  interest  of  a  class  of  the  community.  Another 
authority,  likewise  entitled  to  great  respect,  is  a  question  put 
from  the  Bench  during  the  argument  of  counsel  in  71ie  King  v. 
Antrohus.  On  the  trial  at  bar  of  an  information  against  the  sheriff 
of  a  county  for  not  executing  a  criminal  sentenced  to  death,  it 
was  proposed  to  a.sk  a  witness  whether  he  had  heard  that  it  was 
the  custom  for  the  sheriff  to  be  exempt  from  performing,  or  for 
another  officer  to  perform,  the  duty  in  that  particular  county. 
Patteson,  J.,  said,  "It  is  something  like  a  charge  to  repair  a 
Itridge  ratione  tennree.  Can  that  be  supported  by  evidence  of  repu- 
tation, because  the  whole  county  is  interested  in  the  repair  of  the 
bridge?"  This  certainly  shows  that  at  the  moment  the  impres- 
sion was  upon  the  mind  of  this  most  learned  Judge  tliat  such 
evidence  was  inadmissible.  But  the  authorities  on  the  other  side 
seem  to  us  considerably  to  preponderate. 

In  the  first  place,  Tlie  Kimj  v.  Cotton  shows  that  in  the  year 
1813  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  most  learned  lawyers  then  in  the 
profession  that  such  evidence  was  admissible.  On  a  trial  before 
Mr,  Justice  Dampier  of  an  iiulictment  for  not  repairing  a  high- 
^vay  which  it  was  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  repair 
ratione  tcniira\  evidence  of  reputation  was  offered  on  the  part  of 
the  prosecution  to  prove  the  liability,  and  Lord  Tenterden^  then 
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at  the  bar  and  counsel  for  tlie  defendants,  objected  to  its  admis- 
sibility only  on  the  ground  that  it  was  2)ost  liteui  vuitam.  Mr. 
Justice  Dampiek,  after  observing  that  the  question  was  one  of 
novelty  and  importance,  and  regretting   that  he  had  to  decide  it 

without  being  subject  to  review,   says,  "  I  have  certainly 
[*  86]   had  the  advantage  of  heaiing  it  ably  *  argued  on  both  sides. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  document  is  not  admissible  as  evi- 
dence of  reputation.  The  reason  for  admitting  the  declarations 
of  deceased  persons  upon  public  rights  made  ante  litem  motdvi  is, 
that  these  declarations  are  considered  as  disinterested,  dispas- 
sionate, and  made  without  any  intention  to  serve  a  cause  or  to 
mislead  posterity.  But  the  case  is  entirely  altered  post  litem- 
motam.  Declarations  then  made  are  so  likely  to  be  produced  by 
interest,  prejudice,  or  passion  that  no  reliance  can  safely  be  placed 
upon  them.  It  has,  therefore,  been  wisely  decided  that  evidence 
of  reputation  arising  iwst  litem  motam  shall  not  be  admitted.  " 
This  very  distinguished  Judge,  after  full  argument  and  delibera- 
tion, thus  intimates  an  opinion  that  the  question  was  substantially 
upon  a  "public  right,"  and  that  if  the  evidence  of  reputation 
offered  had  arisen  ante  litem  m.otam ,  it  ought  to  have  been  admitted. 
But  in  the  Kelham  Bridge  Case  {The  Queen  v.  Sutton)  the  very 
point  appears  to  have  been  expressly  and  solemnly  decided  by  this- 
Court.  That  being  an  indictment  for  non-repair  of  a  pidjlic  bridge, 
which  it  was  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  bound  to  repair  ratione 
tenurcc,  several  documents  were  admitted  at  the  trial  which  had  a 
tendency  to  sliow  a  reputation  against  the  immemorial  obligation 
relied  upon.  A  new  trial  being  moved  for  on  account  of  tlieir 
admission,  it  was  urged  at  great  length  that  they  were,  and  that 
they  were  not,  admissi])le  as  evidence  of  reputation.  Lord  Den- 
man  afterwards,  in  delivering  the  considered  judgment  of  the 
Court,  by  which  tlie  rule  f(n-  a  new  trial  was  discharged,  says, 
"  Much  discussion  ajjpears  to  have  taken  place  at  tlie  trial,  as  well 
as  in  this  Court,  respecting  the  purpose  for  which  this  evidence 
was  received,  as  if  it  might  be  admissil)le  in  some  jioinls  of  view, 
tlioiigh  not  in  otliers.  We  find  it  unnecessary  to  consider  any  dis- 
tinctions c)f  tliis  kind,  ])ecause  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  these 
dociniicnts,  all  nnd  ciich  of  them.  w(!re  material  to  the  issue,  and 
gO(jd  evidence  towards  })roving  it. "  One  of  these  documents  was 
the  record  of  a  prosecution  in  the  reign  of  Edward  III.  against  the 
Bishop  of  Lincoln  for  not  repairing  this  bridge,  with  a  verdict  of 
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nut  guiltv,  and  a  (leclaiation  by  the  jury  when  asked,  "  who  of 
light  is  Ixmiid  the  aforesaid  bridge  to  repair  ?  "  that  "  they  are 
entirely  ignorant."  This  case  lias  since  been  considered  as  decid- 
ing that  evidence  of  reputation  is  admissible  respecting  the  lia- 
bility to  repair  a  bridge  ratione  tenura,'.  In  Tlie  Earl  of  Dunraven 
V.  Llei'JcUi/ii,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  where  a  (piestion  aro.se 
whether  evidence  of  reputation  respecting  a  ditterent  riglit  had 
been  properly  rejected,  Mr.  Ellis,  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
having  to  argue  for  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence,  and  relying 
on  the  KcUiaiii  Brid'/c  Ca-<c,  said,  ''  It  was  there  lield  tliat  tiie 
tlefendants  might  show  by  an  old  verdict  (which  was  considered  to 
be  in  the  nature  of  reputation)  that  a  party,  unconnected  with  the 
defendants,  lind  furmerly  been  ac([uitted  of  sudi  lial)ility, "  when 
Pakke,  B.  ,  inter])0sing,  observed,  "The  repair  of  this  bridge 
touched  a  puldic  right,"  — thereby  intimating  that  such  had  been 
the  decision,  and  that  such  decision  was  right,  at  the  same  time 
pointing  out  the  ground  nn  whicli  it  is  to  be  supported.  My 
Brother  Maiitix,  then  at  the  bar,  being  counsel  for  the  defendant 
in  error,  in  commenting  upon  the  Kelharn  Bridge  Cxse,  which  it 
would  have  been  Iiis  interest  to  impeach,  says,  "  There  the  right  in 
<[uestion  was  strictly  a  public  right,  and  the  evidence  was  properly 
admitted. "  Drialcu-atrr  v.  Purtir,  respecting  a  pul)lic  landing- 
place,  and  LmiJ  Curad mm  v.  Vi/liJxiis,  respecting  a  right  of  free 
warren,  are  further  instances  of  evidence  of  reputation  being 
admitted,  although  the  question  might  lie  said,  as  here,  to  involve 
a  matter  of  private  right,  matters  of  public  interest  likewise 
depending  vqjon  it.  For  these  reasons,  and  on  these  authorities, 
we  think  that,  in  the  present  case,  the  evidence  of  reputation  was 
improperly  rejected,  and  that  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  should  be 
made  absolute.  BuJe  ahsohUe. 

EXCJLISII    NOTES. 

Evidence  of  reputation  is  aibnissiMc  to  prove  tlie  bi)un(lai-y  l>et\veen 
two  counties;  Ford  v.  L'"-//  (18(51).  -  F.  &  F.  .■)54:  or  two  parishes; 
Nichols  V.  Parkrr  (J  805),  14  East,  331,  //.,  12  11.  11.  541.':  but  an  award 
in.  a  suit  inter  nJlos  upon  which  a  verdict  was  entered  was  lield  inad- 
missible for  tliat  purpose;  Evans  v.  Rees  (1839),  10  A(b  &  E.  151. 

Evidence  of  reputation  is  not  admissible  as  to  the  boundarv  of  two 
estates;  Clothier  x.  Chnpmaii  (1805),  14  East,  331.  »..  12  W.  l\.  543: 
but  where   it  is  proved  tliat  tin-  boundary  of  the  estates  coincides  witli 
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that  between  two  hamlets,  reputation  as  to  tlie  boundary  of  tlie  hamlets 
may  be  adduced  for  tlie  purpose  of  proving  that  of  the  estates; 
ThovKis  V.  Jenkins  (18o7),  G  Ad.  &  E.  525,  1  X.  &  1*.  587.  Ancient 
leases  have  been  admitted  in  a  question  of  liability  to  poor  rate,  as 
evidence  of  reputation  as  to  which  of  two  parishes  certain  land  was 
comprised  in  ;  Plaxton  v.  Dare  (1829),  10  B.  &  C.  17,  5  Man.  &  Ky.  1. 
Reputation  is  admissible  to  prove  a  parochial  chapelry;  Carr  v. 
Mosti/n  (1850),  5  Ex.  69,  19  L.  J.  Ex.  2-49. 

There  are  many  cases  in  wliich  evidence  of  re[)utation  has  been 
admitted  in  regard  to  the  existence  and  boundaries  of  a  manor,  on 
the  ground  apparently  that  these  are  matters  of  public  interest.  Thus 
it  has  been  held  that,  in  a  claim  for  a  prescriptive  right  belonging  to  a 
manor  the  existence  of  the  manor  may  be  proved  by  reputation, 
although  the  usual  manorial  rights,  as  that  of  holding  Courts,  have 
ceased  to  exist  for  want  of  freehold  tenants;  Soane  v.  Ireland  (1808), 
10  East,  259,  10  R.  R.  285;  Doe  d.  Molesworfh  v.  Sleenuui  (184G), 
9  Q.  B.  298.  Evidence  of  reputation  has  been  also  admitted  as  to  the 
boundary  of  a  reputed  manor;  Doe  d.  Jllolestvorth  v.  Sleenuui,  supra,  : 
and  as  to  the  boundary  between  two  manors,  notwithstanding  that  the 
deceased  persons  making  the  declarations  claimed  rights  of  common 
on  the  respective  wastes  which  might  be  enlarged  by  such  evidence: 
Nlcliols  V.  Parker,  supra.  Such  a  boundary  was  allowed  to  be  proved 
by  the  finding  of  a  jury  summoned  under  a  commission  from  the 
Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  bound- 
ary;  Brisro  v.  Lomax  (1838),  8  Ad.  &  E.  198,  3  X.  &  P.  308. 

Reputation  of  lands  being  part  of  a  manor  and  copyhold  is  good 
evidence;  Doe  d.  Jones  v.  Itlehards  (1790),  2  Peake.  180,  4  R.  R.  901. 
In  this  connection  may  be  mentioned  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Lister 
(1895),  64  L.  J.  Q.  B.  154,  72  L.  T.  20,  where  a  map  of  a  township 
bearing  the  name  of  a  deceased  surveyor  and  coming  from  the  custody 
of  the  lord  of  the  manor  was  admitted  as  evidence  to  show  that  a 
]»iece  of  ground  claimed  as  a  villag*'  green  fonni'd  ]iart  of  the  waste 
of  the  manor.  The  ground,  however,  on  which  tlie  evidence  was 
admitted  was  tliat  the  question  in  the  action  was  a  claim  of  general 
right  by  thr  inhabitants  of  the  township  against  tlie  lord. 

Modern  usage  may  be  brought  to  show  tliat  tlic  seashore  between 
high  and  low  water  mark  is  included  in  an  ;i<l juining  manor;  Dul:e  of 
Jiraufort  V.  Mayor  of  Su-ansea.  (1849),  3  E\.    Il.">. 

Reputation  is  admissible  evidence;  of  a  jtuhlic  right  of  common  by 
reason  of  vicinage;  Prirhardx.  Powell  (1845),  ]0Q.  U.  589,  15  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  166:  to  ])rovft  a  claim  of  fi-cc  w;in'cn  Iiy  prescription  over  an  entire 
manor;  Earl  of  Carnarrn,,  v.  rillrl>uis  (1.S44).  l.".  M.  &  AV.  313.  14 
L.  J.  Ex.  233:  or  to  show  that    the   right    to  coal   under  th(;  land  of  a 
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freeholder  in  a  manor  was  in  the  lord;  Barnes  v.  Mawsoii  (1813), 
1  ]\[.  &  8.  77,  14  R.  K.  3i)7.  In  this  case  the  evidence  was  used 
merely  to  eontirm  the  presnnii)! ion  arising  from  actual  user  in  other 
parts  of  the  manor.  In  Morewoud  v.  Wood  (1792),  14  East,  327  n.,  12 
K.  R.  537,  the  Judges  were  equally  divided  as  to  the  general  question 
of  admissibility  of  evidence  of  reputation.  The  evidence  in  that  case 
was  tendered  by  a  lord  of  the  manor  to  rebut  the  evidence  of  actual 
user  by  the  defendant  who  claimed  by  prescription  in  right  of  his 
tenement  to  dig  and  carr^'  awa}'  stones  from  the  wastes  of  the  nuuiur. 
The  verdict  was  for  the  defendant,  and  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  the  rejection  of  the  evidence  was  discharged.  The  difference 
of  opinion  was  mainly  academical,  arising  upon  a  difference  of  practice 
in  the  circuits.  As  to  the  evidence  tendered  in  the  particular  case, 
none  of  the  Judges  appear  to  have  thought  it  worth  much;  and 
BuLLER,  J.  (who  had  gone  the  Western  circuit,  where  it  was  the 
practice  to  admit  such  evidence),  said  that  he  so  far  agreed  with  the 
Judges  (Lord  Kenvox,  C.  J.,  and  Ashukst,  J.,  wlio  followed 
the  practice  of  the  Oxford  circuit),  that  in  no  case  ought  evidence 
of  reputation  to  be  received,  except  a  foundation  be  first  laid  by  otiier 
evidence  of  the  right. 

Reputation  of  the  custom  of  descent  in  a  manor  is  receivable  as  to 
that  manor,  but  not  as  to  an  adjacent  manor.  Doe  d.  Foster  v.  Slsson 
(1810),  12  East,  (32. 

A  document  drawn  up  by  the  inhabitants  of  a  township,  and  signed 
by  them,  stating  that  certain  land  is  not  a  public  highway,  is  evidence 
of  reputation  on  an  issue  whether  the  land  is  a  common  highway; 
Barmdoagh  v.  Johnson  (1838),  8  Ad.  &  E.  99,  3  :N.  &  P.  233. 
Rut  a  statement  by  a  deceased  occupier  of  land  over  which  a  road 
passed,  that  a  willow  which  he  had  planted  near  the  road  showed 
where  the  boundary  of  the  road  was  when  he  was  a  boy,  was  rejected; 
Beff.  V.  B/iss  (1837),    7    Ad.    &   E.    550,   2   X.    &  P.   464,   W.   W. 

&  i:>.  624. 

The  evidence  of  reputation  has  been  admitted  to  prove  a  several 
fishery;  JYeUl  v.  Biilce  of  Deronshh-e  (1882),  S  App.  Cas.  135,  31  W. 
R.  622:  a  right  of  ferry;  Plm.  v.  Curell  (1840),  6  M.  &  W.  234:  and 
a  public  landing  place  on  a  river;  Drinhwoter  v.  Porter  (1835). 
.7  C.  &  P.  181.  An  old  deed  between  a  public  body  claiming  tolls,  and 
others  liable  thereto  regulating  the  amount  of  payment,  is  evidence  in 
the  nature  of  reputation  of  the  existence  of  the  tolls.  Brett  v.  Benles 
(1829),  M.  .^-  M.  416. 

A  map  made  by  persons  not  proved  to  liave  any  special  means  of 
knowledge,  is  not  admissible  to  show  that  a  house  was  situated  in  a 
particular  county;  Hammond  v.    Uradsfreef  (1854),    10  Ex.  390,  23 
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L.J.  Ex.332:  iiiul  a  map  which  did  not  distinguish  between  public 
and  occupation  ways  was  not  admitted  as  showing  that  a  way  marked 
thereon  was  a  public  highway;  Pipe  v,  Fulcher  (1858),  1  El.  &  El. 
Ill,  28  L.  J.  Q.  B.  12.  A  map  attached  to  an  old  inclosure  award  is 
not  admi^■sible  as  evidence  of  reputation  to  prove  the  boundaries  of  a 
highway  at  the  date  of  the  award  against  a  person  whose  property 
adjoined  rlie  highway,  but  over  which  the  Inclosure  Commissioners 
had  no  jurisdiction;  Reij.  v.  Brrtjer  (1894),  1894.  1  Q.  B.  823,  63  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  529,  70  L.  T.  807,  42  W.  B.  541.  A  titlie  commutation  map 
is  not  under  0  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  71,  s.  04,  admissible  as  to  tlie  bound- 
ary of  land  in  a  case  of  disputed  title  ;  WUherforrr  v.  Jleo.rfehl 
(1877),  5  Ch.  D.  709,  40  L.  J.  Cli.  584,  25  W.  B.  801. 

Statements  will  not  be  admissible  as  evidence  of  reputation  if  made 
jjost  liteiii  viotdin  ;  Bex  \.  Cotton  (1813),  3  Camp.  444,  14  B.  B.  780. 
Upon  this  [)oint  the  principle  of  the  Jjci-l.-cleij  Pecmge  Case,  p.  310, 
ante,  was  held  to  apply. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

The  doctrine  that  matters  of  public  interest  are  provable  by  reputation, 
and  ])y  declarations  of  deceased  persons,  is  supported  by  School  District  v.  117/- 
liams,  48  Connecticut,  504;  Ellicott  v.  Pearl,  10  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.).  412; 
McCall  v.  United  States.  1  Dakota,  320.  In  Ellicott  v.  Peorl,  supra,  'Slv.  .lus- 
tice  Storv  said:  "In  cases  of  prescriptive  rights  and  customs,  and  other 
cUiims  of  a  public  nature,  tradition  and  reputation  liave  been  in  like  manner 
admitted.  They  are  all  cases  of  a  general  right,  affecting  a  number  of  per- 
sons having  a  ?onnnoii  intprest."  (Commenting  on  Morewood  v.  Wood,  14 
Ea.st,  .329;  V/eehs  v.  Sparke.  \  ^b  8c  S.  (iSH.)  '-And  indeed  the  distinction 
seems  now  clearly  established  in  England,  that  hearsay,  or  reputation,  or 
tradition,  is  not  admissible  in  cases  of  mere  private  rights;  but  oidy  in  cases 
of  i)nblic  rights,  or  those  quasi  publici.  involving  similar  interests  by  a  luim- 
ber  of  persons,  (n)  Perha])s  a  reason  may  be  found,  which,  upon  geiiend 
prirciples,  would  well  support  this  distinction.  It  is.  that  in  regard  to  pri- 
vate rights,  the  acts,  possession,  and  assertion  of  title  by  thi'  jiarties  claiming 
for  tliemselves  are,  in  all  cases,  susceptible  of  direct  jtroof ;  but  in  cases  of 
])nblic  rights,  the  acts,  possession,  and  assertion  oi'  tiile  liy  many  pei-sons.  not 
in  ])rivity  with  each  other,  cannot  be  explained  or  (pudilied  to  be  in  fnrthei- 
ance  of  a  common  public  right,  unless  the  evidences  of  a  general  reputation 
wei-e  admissible  to  explain  the  intention  and  olijects  of  the  parties  in  t  hose 
acts,  or  that  possession  or  asseil ion  of  title:  that  is  to  say,  whether  done  in 
furtherance  of  a  common  righl.  oi-  oi'  a  pi-iva1e  rin'ht. 

"It  is  upon  the  ground  of  this  same  distinction,  that  general  reputation  is 
admitted  in  England  in  cases  of  disputed  boundari<'S  between  parishes  and 
manors,  because  the  riyld-  affects  many  persons,  and  is  of  pui)Iic  notoriety 
and  interest  as  to  all  the  inhnbitnnis  of  the  i>aiisli  or  manor.  (/>)  And  yet 
in  England,  it  has  Immmi   held,  at    Nisi  I'rius  (though   the  point   has   nf)t  been 
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settled  by  the  highest  authority)  that  general  rejmtatioii  as  to  the  boundaries 
between  private  estates  is  not  admissible  evidence.  That  was  so  held  by 
Baron  Graham,  in  Clot/tier  v.  Chajmiun,  cited  in  14  East's  Kep.  ;J31,  note, 
(c)  The  doctrine  in  America,  in  respect  to  boundaries,  has  gone  further, 
and  has  admitted  evidence  of  general  reputation  as  to  boundaries  betwr;en 
contiguous  private  estates  ;  {d)  but  there  it  has  stopped." 

But  dates  or  particular  facts,  that  are  not  in  themselves  matters  of  general 
knowledge,  though  connected  with  tho.se  whi(;h  are,  may  not  be  thus  proved  : 
School  Dist.  v.  W'dUams,  supra  :  as  for  example,  the  date  at  which  a  pid>lic 
schoolhouse  was  built. 

Facts  of  private  interest,  though  necessarily  involved  in  matters  of  general 
interest,  may  not  be  proved  in  this  numner.  Shulle  v.  Tliompson,  ].')  Wallace 
(U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  151  ;  Hunniruttx.  Peyton,  102  United  States,  :>G2  :  Wendell  v. 
Ahhoft,  45  Xew  Hampshire,  ;^49;  Curtis  v.  Aarouson,  40  New  Jersey  Law,  68; 
(iO  Am.  Kep.  584.  But  the  weight  of  opinion  is  in  favor  of  admitting  rej>u- 
tation  as  to  private  boundaries.  (See  ante,  p.  232  ;  and  /////  v.  Proctor,  10 
West  Virginia,  59;  Clements  v.  Kyles,  13  Grattan  (Vii-ginia),  477  ;  Ahinyton  v. 
North  Bridf/ercater,  23  Pickering  (Mass.),  170;  Scoygin  v.  Dalryinjile,  7  .Jones 
Law  (North  Car.).  46. 

A  local  history  is  not  competent  to  sliow  the  date  when  possession  and 
occu})ancy  of  land  by  a  private  individual  began.  Iloe  v.  Strour/,  107  New 
York,  350.  "  History  is  only  admissible  to  i)rove  history  ;  that  is.  such  fact.s, 
as  being  matters  of  interest  to  a  whole  people,  are  usually  incoritorated  in 
a  general  history  of  the  State  or  nation."  McKinnon  v.  BHss,  21  New 
York,  206. 

See  the  reports  of  and  notes  on  the  principal  cases  in  Thayer's  Cases  on 
Evidence. 


Section    IV.  —  Secondary  Emdence. 

No.  26. —  KEG.    V.    ELWORTHY. 
(c.  c.  i;.  1867.) 

liULE. 

In  order  that  a  party  may  give  secondary  evidence  of  a 
dociunent  which  i.s  in  the  possession  of  the  other  party,  lie 
must  have  given  that  party  notice  to  produce  the  docu- 
ment unless  the  form  of  the  action  itself  is  such  as  to 
charge  the  party  with  its  possession. 
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Reg.  V.  Elworthy.^ 

37  L.  J.  M.  C.  3-6  (s.  c.  L.  IJ.,  1  C.  C.  II.  103  ;  17  L.  T.  293 ;  16  W.  R.  207  ; 
10  Cox  C.  C.  579). 

[3]  Secondanj  Ecideuce  of    Written  Document   iritJionf  Notice  to  Produce.  — 
Ferjury.  — Itidictnieiit  not  Notice. 

Upon  ail  iiidictineiit  for  perjury  in  t'ulsoly  swearing  on  a  former  trial  that  there 
Avas  no  draft  of  a  statutory  dechiratii)n,  tlie  materiality  of  tlie  e.xisteiice  of  such 
draft  turned  upon  its  contents  and  the  fa(!t  of  certain  alterations  having  heeii 
made  in  it.  Partd  evidence  was  admitted,  not  only  of  the  fact  of  the  existence 
of  tlie  draft,  but  of  its  contents  and  of  alteratituis  made  in  it  whicli  were  not  in 
the  declaration  itself,  without  any  notice  to  produce  the  <lraft  having  been  given 
to  the  prisoner  :  • —  Held,  that  such  parol  evidence  of  tlie  draft  and  its  contents 
was  inadmissible,  and  that  tlie  nature  of  the  iiidictm(,>iit  was  not  such  as  of  it- 
self to  operate  as  a  notice  to  produce,  and  the  conviction  upon  such  indictment 
was  (luashed. 

Tlie  following  case  was  reserved  hy  Willks,  J. 

Elworthy  was  tried  for  jierjury  before  me  at  the  Old  Bailey. 
The  perjury  was  alleged  to  have  been  committed  at  the  trial  of 
Thomas  Cannon,  for  making  a  false  statutory  declaration.  The 
assignment  of  perjury  relied  upon  at  tlie  trial  was  in  a  statement 
made  by  Elworthy  that  there  was  no  draft  of  that  statutory  declara- 
tion. It  appeared  that  Elworthy  was  one  of  a  firm  of  attorneys 
who  were  employed  to  lend  money  for  a  client.  They  were  ajiplied 
to  by  Cannon  for  a  loan,  which  they  agreed,  on  behalf  of  their 
client,  to  make,  upon  the  security  of  some  property  belonging  to 
Mrs.  Cannon,  and  also  of  a  news]ia])er  in  which  Mr.  Cannon  was 
interested.  P^l worthy's  firm  re(iuiied  <>f  Cannon  as  a  condition  of 
the  loan  a  statutory  declaration,  which  he  made,  and  which  stated 
amongst  other  things  tliat  he  was  the  registered  jiroprietor  of  the 
newspaper  unincumbered.  This  declniatinn  lie  made  and  signed, 
and  it  being  untrue  he  was  indicted  for  making  a  false  declaration. 

Upon  the  trial  of  that  iiidictnient,  Elworthy  was  called  as  a 
witness  against  Cannon,  and  uyion  his  cross-examination, 
[*  4]  *  with  a  view  to  excuse  or  palliate  the  falsehood  of  the  statu- 
tory declaration,  it  was  sought  on  behalf  of  Cannon  to  prove 
that  there  was  a  draft  of  the  statutory  declaration  ;  that  Cannon 
liad   seen    it  and   corrected   it,  and  that  the  statutory  declaration 

^   Coram  Kklly,  C.  B.,  Wii.i.iis,  J.,  Bkamwki.l,  15.,  Bylk.s,  J.,  and  Li :sh,  J. 
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Avliich  he  in  fact  made  had  IjeiMi  iiiiiii()[)eily  drawn,  not  .showing 
the  cuirection.s  .so  made  in  the  drai'l,  and  had  been  incautiously 
adopted  by  Cannon  upon  Elworthy  assuring  him  it  was  all  ri^ht. 
rpuii  that  cross-examination  Klworthy  denied  that  there  had  lieeu 
a  draft  of  the  statutory  declaration,  and  he  explained  a  passage  in 
his  depositions  in  which  a  draft  was  referred  to  as  a  mistake  for  a 
draft  of  the  assignment  by  way  of  security  for  the  loan,  in  which 
there  were  corrections. 

At  the  trial  of  Elworthy  before  me,  it  was  alleged  for  the 
prosecution  that  his  statement  at  the  trial  of  Cannon,  that  there 
was  not  such  a  draft  of  the  statutory  declaration,  was  false,  and 
that  in  making  such  statemeni:  lie  had  committed  perjury.  X(j 
notice  to  produce  liad  been  given,  nor  was  there  any  suhpcena  duces 
tecum  to  the  [irisouer's  partner  to  produce  the  alleged  draft,  aiul 
the  prisoner's  counsel  objected  that  secondary  evidence  could  not 
be  given  thereof.  I  allowed  the  case  to  proceed  and  secondary 
evidence  to  be  given,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  as  to  the 
propriety  of  that  course. 

The  prosecution  thereupon  gave  the  evidence  of  Mr.  and  ]\Irs. 
Cannon,  that  tliere  was  a  draft,  and  tluit  it  had  originally  been  in 
the  form  of  the  statutory  declaration,  and  had  been  altered  in  the 
alleged  particulars  by  Cannon  to  the  knowledge  of  Elworthy.  The 
materiality  of  the  existence  of  a  draft  turned  upon  its  form  and 
the  fact  of  its  having  been  so  altered.  The  prisoner  was  convicted, 
and,  as  I  doubt  the  propriety  of  receiving  .secondary  evidence 
under  the  above  circumstances,  I  request  tlie  opinion  of  the  Court 
u})ou  that  point,  whether  the  conviction  was  right. 

The  prisoner  was  admitted  to  bail. 

Carter,  for  the  prisoner,  was  not  callcil  upon. 

Besley,  in  support  of  the  conviction.  The  oral  evidence  was 
admissible,  inasmuch  as  it  was  the  fact  only  of  the  existence  of 
the  draft  that  was  in  question  ;  and  as  to  the  statement  in  the 
case  that  the  materiality  of  the  draft  turned  upon  its  form,  it 
is  submitted  that  the  question  of  its  form  was  only  important 
to  identify  the  instrument,  and  parol  evidence  is  admissilile  to 
identify  a  written  document.  Taylor  on  Evidence,  4th  ed. ,  pp. 
379,  397. 

[WiLLES,  J. ,  read  his  notes  of  the  evidence  given  by  Cannon  on 
the  trial,  in  which  he  described  the  alterations  made  in  the  draft ; 
and  his  Lordship  added,  that  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  the 
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question  in    the   case  must  l)e  taken  to  have  lieen,  whether  there 
was  a  draft  in  existence  such  as  contained  those  alterations.] 

It  is  useless  to  give  a  person  notice  to  produce  a  document  the 
existence  of  wliich  he  has  denied.  Next,  where  the  matter  of  the 
action  or  indictment  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  give  the  defendant 
notice  that  he  will  he  called  upon  to  produce  the  document,  it  is 
unnecessary  to  give  him  notice.  1  Taylor  on  Evidence,  4th  ed. , 
par.  422,  p.  4:52,  AicJde's  Case,  2  East,  P.  C.  968;  1  L.  C.  C.  294, 
LcDjcrs  Case,  6  State  Trials,  Lc  Mcrchand's  Case,^  and  Hoiv  v. 
Hall,  14  East,  274  (12  R.  Iv.  515),  and  it  is  submitted  that  i.'^ 
the  case  here. 

[WiLLES,  J.  The  indictment  rang  the  changes.  It  must  be 
taken  to  have  contained  enough  to  show  that  the  contents  of  the 
draft  were  material.  Kelly,  C.  B.  Where  the  nature  of  the 
action  or  indictment  is  such  that  the  defendant  must  know  that 
he  is  charged  with  the  possession  of  the  instrument,  and  is  called 
upon  to  produce  it,  notice  is  n(.)t  necessary,  and  such  is  the  case 
in  the  action  of  trover  or  an  indictment  for  stealing;  ])ut  where 
the  matter  is  collateral,  is  it  not  necessary  to  give  notice  ?  Bram- 
WELL,  B.  This  indictment  does  not  necessarily  give  notice  to  the 
defendant  that  he  was  charged  with  the  jx^ssession  of  tlie  docu- 
ment, and  called  upon  to  produce  it.] 

In  Colling  v.  Trcivecl:,  6  B.  &  C  ))94,  the  copy  of  an  attorney's 
bill  not  signed  l)y  the  attorney,  the  original  of  which,  duly  signed, 
had  been  delivered  to  tlie  defendant,  was  hold  to  be  rightly  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  on  the  trial  of  an  undefended  action,  brought 
on  the  bill  after  the  expiration  of  a  month  after  delivery  without 
notice  to  ]ir(i(luce,  the  original  having  been  given  to  the  defendant. 

Cur.  adv.  rult. 

[*  5]  *  The  case  was  argued  on  November  Ki;  and  on  No\end)er 
2.".  the  following  judgments  were  given:  — 
Kelly,  C.  ll  This  was  an  indictment  for  i)erjnry.  The  })er- 
jury  assigned  was  a  statiMiient  made  liy  the  ])iis(tner  that  tliere  was 
no  diait  of  a  statutory  declaration  which  was  referred  to  on  the 
trial  of  one  Camion.  The  point  reserv(>(l  for  this  ('ourt  is,  whether 
a  c.onvicl  ion  fmindt'il,  to  a  certain  extent,  ujion  secondaiy  evidence 
(if  the  Innn  of,  ;ind  alterations  in,  that  (baft  received  without  iu)tice 
to  the  piisoner  to  ]»roduce  the  original  draft,  was  right.      We  are 

'    Cilcil  iii  :i  ii'it  ■  !(i  ML'.r's   Cisf. 


E.  C.  VOL.  XI.]  SECT.  IV.  —  SKCOXHAKV    KVIDKNC?:.  445 

No.  26.  —  Reg.  v.  Elworthy,  37  L.  J.  M.  C.  5. 

of  opinion   that  notice  to  produce  the  original  was  neces.sary  to 
entitle  tlie  prosecution  to  <^ive  such  .secondary  evidence. 

There  had  been  an  indictnicnl  lor  making  a  false  statutory 
declaration,  and  tlie  now  prisoner,  who  was  a  witness  on  the  trial 
of  that  indictment,  swore  that  there  was  no  draft  of  tliat  statutory 
declaration.  It  afterwards  l)ecame  material  to  ascertain  the  con- 
tents of  the  draft.  It  became  material,  because  it  was  alleged 
that  there  was  a  draft,  and  that  its  contents  were  such  and  such, 
and  that  the  other  party  required  a  change  in  the  language,  and 
that  that  change  had  been  incorporated  in  the  draft.  The  exact 
contents  of  the  draft,  therefore,  became  essential  to  the  prosecu- 
tion on  the  present  indictment,  liecause  upon  its  contents  depended 
the  materiality  or  immateriality  of  tlie  evidence  on  the  former 
trial.  The  prosecution  then  gave  evidence  of  tlie  existence  of  tlie 
draft,  that  it  came  into  the  prisoner's  hands  and  had  not  passed 
from  him.  Parol  evidence  of  its  contents  was  thereupon  admitted, 
and  the  question  raised  is,  whether,  in  order  to  give  parol  evidence 
of  tlie  contents  of  that  document,  notice  to  produce  it  ought  to 
have  been  given.  There  is  no  (loul)t  that,  according  to  the  general 
rule  of  evidence,  such  notice  must  have  been  given ;  but  it  is  con- 
tended that  this  case  falls  within  those  cases  which  have  estab- 
lished an  exception  to  the  rule,  and  made  the  secondary  evidence 
here  admissible  without  notice  to  produce  the  original.  For 
example,  it  is  said  that  in  trover  for  a  deed  or  other  written  docu- 
ment, parol  evidence  might  be  given  of  the  contents  of  the  docu- 
ment without  notice  to  the  defendant  to  produce  it ;  but  the 
ilefendant  there  has  notice  by  the  nature  of  the  action  itself  and 
the  description  of  the  document  in  the  declaration,  without  further 
notice  that  he  is  called  upon  to  produce  the  document.  He  can 
therefore  do  so  if  he  thinks  fit.  We  do  not,  however,  think  that 
that  case  is  applicable  here.  In  The  Queen  v.  Aiclle  the  prosecu- 
tion was  for  larceny  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  it  was  held  to  be 
unnecessary  to  give  the  prisoner  notice  to  produce  the  liill  before 
givin"  evidence  of  its  contents.  The  reason  is  said  to  be  given  in 
an  ohiter  dictum  of  Heath,  J.  "  If  the  bill  had  been  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  prisoner,  there  would  have  been  no  necessity  to  prove 
that  it  was  not  in  existence;  l)ut  jiarol  testimony  might  un- 
doubtedly in  such  case  have  been  given  of  its  contents. "  But 
Eyke,  B.,  appears  to  give  the  chief  reason  in  Lc  MercliaiuVs  Case, 
in  a  note  to  AicJde's  Case,  who  says  the  copies  of  the  letter  were 


446  EVIDENCE. 


No.  26.  —  Reg.  v.  Elworthy,  37  L.  J.  M.  C.  5,  6. 


admitted,  "  not  on  the  idea  of  the  defendant's  liaving  after  notice 
refused  to  produce  the  originals,  but  because  they  were  the  best 
evidence  which  the  nature  of  the  case  would  admit  of,  or  that 
was  in  the  power  of  the  party  producing  them  to  give.  "  ^  In  such 
a  case  the  prisoner  has  notice  that  he  will  be  called  upon  to  pro- 
duce the  document  by  the  form  of  the  indictment.  That  case, 
therefore,  is  also  inapplicable  to  the  one  before  us.  Here  there 
was  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  indictment,  which  I  have  looked 
at,  to  show  that  the  draft  had  come  into  his  possession ;  therefore 
there  was  nothing  to  show  that  it  was  alleged  to  be  still  in  his 
possession,  and  to  tell  him  that  he  was  called  upon  to  produce  it. 

Four  things  must  be  made  out :  first,  that  the  prisoner  stated 
there  was  no  draft ;  secondly,  that  such  statement  was  false ; 
thirdly,  that  he  knew  that  statement  to  be  false ;  fourthly,  that 
the  statement  was  material.  What  is  there  in  those  allegations 
to  import  that  the  draft  ever  came  into  his  possession  ?  He  may 
have  alluded  to  another  document  from  the  one  described  in  evi- 
dence. There  was  nothing  on  the  indictment  or  the  evidence  to 
show  that,  in  order  to  sustain  this  prosecution,  the  prisoner 
[*  6]  was  called  upon  *  to  admit  secondary  evidence  of  this  docu- 
ment being  given  against  him.  If  sufficient  notice  had  been 
given  to  him,  he  might  have  produced  it.  Speaking  for  myself, 
I  think  that  the  admissibility  of  secondary  eviilence,  without  tlie 
production  of  the  best  evidence  or  tlie  document  itself,  (jught  not 
to  be  extended. 

WiLLES,  J.,  concurred. 

Bkamwell,  B.  If  the  (piestion  liad  been  merely  as  to  the 
existence  of  the  draft,  I  should  have  been  inclined  to  think 
the  evidence  admissible ;  but  the  prosecution  gave  in  evidence  the 
contents  to  show  that  the  prisoner's  denial  of  its  existence  was 
wilful  ;  therefore  the  contents  and  tlie  alterations  therein  became 
material.  I  think  tliat  parol  testimony  cannot  be  given  of  any 
existing  written  document  without  laying  a  proper  foundation  foi' 
it.  No  excei)tion  to  that  rule  is  h.ere  applicable.  The  indict- 
ment did  not  give  notice  to  the  prisoner  that  he  would  be  required 
to  produce  the  original  draft      The   jjrosecutor  might  have   con- 

J   It  is  to  ho  observed  \n  Aickle's  Case  one  Smith,  who  was  .served  with  a  .SKi/wj/a 

that  the  prisoner  Jiad  not  possession  of  the  durrs  fenim,  hnt  he  did  not  appear,  nor 

hills  which  he  was  (•harf;;ed  with   .stealing;;,  was  the  bill  j)roduced. 
but  they  were  traced  to  the  jtossession  of 
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tented  himself  with  giving  evidence  of  its  existence,  but  he  chose 
to  go  further.' 

Byles,  J. ,  and  Lush,  J. ,  concurred. 

Conviction  quashed- 

ENGLISH    NOTKS. 

Where  in  an  action  by  the  (h-a\ver  of  a  bill  the  defendant  pleaded 
that  he  accepted  in  part  payment  of  a  debt  due  to  the  plaintiff  under  a 
iiat,  ill  <;(Uisideration  that  the  plaintiff  proved  his  debt  under  the  fiat, 
and  tile  plaintiff  replied  that  the  defendant  did  not  accept  on  that  con- 
dition, it  was  held  that  the  defendant  could  not  give  secondary  evi- 
dence of  the  bill  to  show  the  circumstances  of  the  acceptance,  witliout 
notice  to  produce;  Goodered  v.  Annour  (1842),  3  Q.  B.  956,  12  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  50,  3  Gale  &  D.  20G.  Where  the  defence  was  that  the  accep- 
tance was  obtained  by  fraud,  the  defendant  cannot  compel  the  plaintilf 
to  produce  the  bill  in  support  of  the  plea  without  notice  to  produce  ; 
Lain-ence  v.  Clark  (1845),  14  ^l.  &  W.  250,  15  L.  J.  Ex.  40,  3  D.  & 
L.  87.  Where  there  are  several  parts  of  a  deed,  and  the  di^fendaiit 
fails  to  produce  on  notice  the  original  in  his  possession,  the  plaintiff 
need  not  produce  one  of  the  other  originals,  hut  may  prove  it  by  a  copy; 
Doxoii  V.  HaUjli,  (1793),  1  Esp.  409,  or  parol  evidence;  Hall  \.  Bail 
(1841),  3  M.  &  G.  242,  3  Scott  N.  R.  577. 

In  an  action  to  restrain  an  alleged  libel  that  j)laintiff  was  infringing 
defendant's  patent,  tlie  defendant  stated  in  cross-examination  that  he 
had  received  from  an  engineer  a  written  report  as  to  his  patents.  On 
the  twelfth  daj'  of  the  trial,  notice  by  leave  was  given  to  the  defendant 
to  produce  the  report  next  day.  The  report  not  being  produced  next  day, 
the  plaintiff's  counsel,  after  evidence  for  defendant  was  closed,  a.sked 
leave  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  it,  but  the  Court,  on  the  ground 
that  no  affidavit  of  documents  had  been  required  and  no  proper  notice 
to  produce  given,  refused  to  allow  the  evidence  at  that  stage  of  the 
trial.     Su'jg  v.  Braij  (1885),  54  L.  J.  Ch.  132,  51  L.  T.  194.^ 

The  object  of  notice  to  produce  is  to  enable  the  jnxrty  to  have  the 
document  in  Court  ready  to  produce;  to  produce  it  if  he  likes;  and  if 
he  does  not,  to  enable  his  opponent  to  give  secondary  evidence:  and 
not  that  the  opposite  party  may  l)e  enabled  to  |)repare  evidence  to 
explain  or  confirm  the  document.  Per  1*akki:.  P>..  in  Thrt/cr  v.  Collins 
(1852),  7  Ex.  039,  21  L.  J.  Ex.  225. 

A  party  tendering  secondary  evidence  after  notice  to  produce  must 
show  that  the  original  is  in  the  hands  of  the  opposite  party:  Sharpe 
V.  Lamb  (1840),  11  Ad.  &  E.  805  :  but  proof  of  that  fact  will  not  dis- 
pense with  notice  to  produce;  Knu/Iif  v.  Marquis  of  Waterford  (1840), 
4  Y.  &  C.  283,  10  L.  J.  Ex.  Eq.  57,  11  CI.  &  F.  653. 
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AYhere  the  document  is  in  thi'  lumds  of  ;i  person  whose  possession  is 
in  law  that  of  tlie  party,  a  notice  to  produce  to  the  party  is  sufficient; 
Bahlaeyy.Rifclile  (1816),  1  Starlde,  338;  Partridge  v.  Coates  {1^2X), 
Ryan  &  ]\Ioody,  156;  Tajylin  v.  Att>/  (1825),  3  Bing.  164,  10  Moore, 
564,  28  R.  R.  616:  but  not  where  the  document  is  in  the  liands  of  a 
stakeholder  between  tliat  party  and  another;  Parry  v.  May  (1833).  1 
M.  &  R.  297. 

Where  the  existence  of  any  original  is  the  question  at  issue,  the 
Judge  cannot  hear  evidence  of  the  fact  as  a  preliminary  in  order  to 
determine  the  admissibility  of  secondary  evidence,  because  by  doing 
so  he  would  be  determining  the  question  for  the  jury:  in  such  a  case 
he  may  admit  the  secondary  evidence,  quantum  valeat,  and  then  leave 
the  question  to  the  jury;  Stotve  v.  Querner  (1870),  L.  R.  5  Ex.  155, 
39  L.  J.  Ex.  60,  18  W.  R.  466. 

The  statement  in  the  rule,  that  notice  to  produce  is  unnecessary 
where  the  nature  of  the  action  is  such  as  to  charge  the  part\'  with  pos- 
session of  the  document,  has  been  frequently  exemplified  in  the  case 
of  an  action  of  trover  for  a  written  instrument,  in  which  notice  to  pro- 
duce the  instrument  is  never  required;  Burher  v.  Jarratt  (1802),  3 
Bos.  &  P.  143;  Jolley  v.  Taylor  (1807),  1  Camp.  143;  How  v.  Hall 
(1811),  14  East,  274,  12  R.  R.  515;  Scott  v.  Jones  (1813),  4  Taunt. 
865,  14  R.  R.  686;  Whitehead  v.  Seott  (1830),  1  M.  &  Rob.  2.  But 
where  a  forged  deed  is  in  possession  of  a  prisoner  who  is  indicted  for 
forging  it,  the  prosecutor  cannot  give  secondary  evidence  of  the  deed 
unless  he  has  given  the  prisoner  notice  to  produce  it;  Rex  v.  Haivorth 
(1829),  4  C.  &  P.  254:  and  where  an  indictment  for  arson  charged  the 
offence  to  have  been  committed  with  intent  to  defraud  an  insurance 
office,  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  such  notice  to  the  prisoner  as  to 
dispense  with  notice  to  produce  the  policy;  Rex  v.  Ellicomhe  (1833), 
5  C.  &  P.  522. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  give  notice  to  produce  a  notice  to  produce; 
P/n'lljJSonv.  Chase  (1809),  2  Camj..  110,  11  R.  R.  678:  a  notice  to 
cpiit;  lb.;  Doe  d.  Fleihhirj  v.  Scmerton  (1<S45),  7  Q.  P>.  58,  14  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  210:  or  a  notice  of  dislionour;  Kiiiex.  Hrmimovt  (1822),  2  Brod.  & 
P.ing.  288,  24  R.  R.  <;78;  Sirahi  v.  /.rvr/.s-  (1,S35),  2  C.  M.  &  R.  261: 
but  only  where  the  dishonoured  bill  is  the  subject  matter  of  the  action; 
Latiav.re  v.  Palmer  (1827),  M,  tSe;  M.  31.  Evidence,  however,  was  not 
a<]iMittc(l  of  a  notice  of  tlic  terms  alleged  to  form  the  liasis  of  contrac't 
between  tlie  jiarties,  no  notiin-  to  jiroduce  sik-Ii  notice  liaving  been 
given,     rioins  v.  Tarletoii  (1842),  9  M.  i^  W.  675. 

Where  a  .solicitor  sues  fm-  tlie  amount  of  a  duly  delivered  bill  of  costs, 
lie  nuiy  give  in  evidence  a  copy  of  tlie  bill,  though  he  has  not  given 
the  defendant  notice  to  produce  the  original;  Anderso7i  v.  May  (1800), 
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3  Esp.  1G7;  rhlJipsun  v.  Chase  (1809),  2  Canip.  110.  11  ]{.  K.  678; 
CoUhig  V.  Treiceek  (1827;,  G  1).  &  C.  394,  9  D..wl.  &  Hy.  4(55. 

A  counterpart  or  (lu[)licate  original  of  a  docunuMit  may  l)e  put  in 
evidence  witliout  notice  to  produce  the  <n-iginal;  J'/ii/ijisou  v.  t'luisc, 
siiprd  ;   Colling  \.  Trcireeh^  sxpru. 

Where  tlie  party  or  liis  .si>licitor  is  .shown  to  have  the  original  in 
Court,  it  may  be  called  for  though  no  notice  has  been  given  to  produce 
the  original.     Dw[/er  v.  Cofllns  (1852),  7  Ex.  C39.  21  L.  J.  Ex.  225. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

This  doctrine  i,s  too  elementary  to  justify  many  citations.  Greenleaf 
adopts  it,  and  enumerates  three  exceptions:  (1)  The  case  of  duplicate  orig- 
inals; (2)  where  the  paper  to  be  produced  is  itself  a  notice;  (3)  where  the 
action  itself  chai-ges  the  party  with  possession  of  the  instrument.  He 
also  says  that  the  notice  "  should  generally  be  serv-ed  previous  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  trial."  Chntcau  v.  Raitt.  '20  Ohio,  1:52.  But  this  lies  in 
judicial  discretion,  and  an  attorney  is  bound  to  answer  whether  a  document 
is  in  his  possession  or  elsewhere  in  Court.  Brandt  v.  Klein,  17  Johnson  (N. 
i.;,  335.     The  matter  is  sometimes  regulated  by  the  codes  of  practice. 

The  general  doctrine  is  found  in  United  States  v.  Winchester,  2  McLean 
(U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),  135:  Famsivorth  v.  Sharp,  5  Sneed  (Tennes.see).  615:  Dean 
V.  Border,  15  Texas,  298;  Potier  v.  Barclay,  15  Alabama,  430  ;  Grimes  v. 
Full,  15  California,  03;  Garland  v.  Gnnninf/ham,  37  Penn.  State.  228;  Ander- 
son Bridge  Go.  v.  Applegate,  13  Indiana,  339 ;  Patterson  v.  Linder,  li  Iowa, 
414;  Dupey  v.  Ashby,  2  A.  K.  Marshall  (Kentucky),  11;  People  v.  Walker, 
38  Michigan,  150 ;  Kennedy  v.  Fowke,  5  Harris  &  Johnson  (Maryland),  63 ; 
Commontcealth  v.  Emery,  2  Gray  (Mass.),  80;  Draper  v.  Inhab.  of  Hatfield,  124 
Massachusetts,  53  ;  Fanners'  Bank  v.  Lonergan''.<  Adm'x,  21  ^Missouri,  40  ;  Weeks 
v.  Lyon,  18  Barbour  (X.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.).  530  ;  Foster  v.  Ncichrough,  58  Xew  York, 
481;  McAdam  v.  Spice  Go.,  64  Georgia,  441;  Hevmrd  v.  McDougall,  3  Q.  B., 
Upper  Canada,  647;  Stehbins  v.  Duncan,  108  United  States,  32;  Eilbert  v. 
Finkblciner,  68  Penn.  State,  243 ;  Foot  v.  Beniley,  44  New  York,  166 ;  4  Am. 
Bep.  052  (letterpress  copies  of  letters  inadmissible  as  original  evidence). 
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No.  27.  — LYNCH   v.   CLEKKE. 

(1696.) 

No.  28.  — EEG.   V.   INHABITANTS   OF   LLANFAETHLY. 

(1853.) 

RULE. 

If  a  document  which  would,  if  itself  produced,  be  evi- 
dence, is  kept  as  a  public  document  in  a  place  whence  it 
cannot  be  removed  to  be  produced  in  evidence,  a  copy  veri- 
fied by  the  evidence  of  a  witness  wlio  has  compared  it  with 
the  original  will  be  evidence. 

But  where  the  instrument  is  of  a  private  nature,  a  copy 
is  not  evidence  unless  the  original  is  lost  or  destroyed,  or 
is  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party  who  cannot  be  compelled 
to  produce  it. 

Lynch  v.  Gierke. 

3  Salkeld,  I. 54. 

Evidence.  —  FuhUc  Document. 
Where  a  copy  of  a  fine  or  recovery  yhall  be  evidence. 

Per  Holt,  C.  J. ,  the  substance  of  a  deed  cannot  be  proved,  but 
by  the  deed  itself,  unless  it  is  burnt,  or  lost,  or  in  the  possession 
of  tlie  plaintiff  himself ;  and  if  so,  then  tliis  matter,  as  it  happens, 
must  be  sworn,  and  that  tlie  deed  was  executed  ;  and  in  this  case 
he  said,  that  a  copy  of  a  fine  or  recovery  is  good  evidence,  so  as  it 
be  sworn  to  be  a  true  copy  and  examined ;  so  likewise  an  old  deed 
is  good  evidence,  witliout  any  witness  to  swear  that  it  was  exe- 
cuted. That  wherever  an  original  is  of  a,  ])ublic  nature,  and  would 
be  evidence,  if  produced,  an  immediate  sworn  co))y  thereof  will 
be  (^n'dence,  as  the  copy  of  a  l)argain  and  sale,  or  of  a  deed  inrolled, 
of  (•hurch  register,  <fec.  ;  but  where  an  original  is  of  a  private 
nature,  a  copy  is  not  evidence,  unless  the  original  is  lost  or  burnt.  ^ 
He  likewise  said,  tliat  if  the  ])laintiff  will  read  the  defendant's 
answer  in  Chancery  against  him  in  evidence,  the  d(^fendant  may 
likewise  take  advantage  tliereof,  for  all  is  evidence  or  none. 

*  Vide  Lord  (irorf/p.  Gord(m\i  Ciisr  note  (.T),  whereby  the  correct  principle 
Dougl.    .'J90    (50'J)    aud    Mr.    Douglas's     is  recognised  to  be  as  here  laid  down. 
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"Reg.  V.  Inhabitants  of  Llanfaethly. 

23  L.  J.  M.  C.  .33-35  (s.  c.  2  Kl.  .V:  HI.  'J-IO  ;  2  L\  L.  J{.  230). 

Evidence.  —  Subpoena   duces   tecum.  —  Secondary    Evidence   of    Written    [33] 

Document. 

Wlicre  a  witness  served  witli  a  sutrpoena  duces  tecum  to  prtiduce  a  writteu 
doeuuieut  either  does  imt  attend,  or  does  attend  and  refuses  to  produce  the  docu- 
ment (licit  on  the  ground  of  privilege),  the  party  seekiug  to  avail  himself  of  tlie 
dociiiiiciit  cannot  give  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  :  the  remedy  is  to 
punisli  the  witness  for  a  contempt. 

On  the  trial  of  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal,  the  appellants,  in  order 
to  prove  a  settlement  by  rating  in  a  third  parish,  served  a  subjjoena  duces  tecum 
on  tlie  person  in  whose  possession  the  I'ate-book  was  supposed  to  be,  and  also 
gav(^  the  respondents  a  notice  to  produce  the  rate-book.  The  witness  did  not 
attend  and  the  rate-book  was  not  produced:  —  Held,  that  parol  evidence  of  a 
rating  in  the  third  parish  was  not  admissible. 

V\Km  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  Magistrates  of  the 
county  of  Anglesey,  dated  the  28th  of  February,  1<S,")3,  for  the 
removal  of  William  Hughes  and  Mary  his  wife,  and  their  four 
children,  from  tlie  parish  of  Llanelian,  in  the  county  of  Anglesey, 
to  the  parish  of  Llanfaethly,  in  the  same  county,  the  Sessions 
confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  upon  the  following 

CASE. 

The  pauper,  W.  Hughes,  subsequent  to  his  having  acquired  a 
settlement  in  the  appellant  parish,  ^iz. ,  in  the  month  of  Novem- 
ber, 1838,  hired  from  Mr.  T.  Grey,  as  tenant  from  year  to  year, 
commencing  from  the  loth  of  November,  1838,  at  the  yearly  rent 
of  £14,  a  tenement,  consisting  of  a  separate  and  distinct 
dwelling-house  and  *  land,  at  Gadfa,  in  the  parish  of  [*  34] 
Llandyfrydog,  which  he  held,  occupied,  and  resided  on 
upon  the  said  hiring  for  three  years,  and  paid  the  said  rent  yearly 
for  the  same.  The  pauper,  W.  Hughes,  also  proved  that  he  was 
rated  to  the  poor-rate  as  tenant  of  the  said  tenement  at  2s.  6d. , 
each  rate,  and  that  during  the  first  year  of  his  tenancy  he  paid  to 
]lo\vland  Evans,  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish 
of  Llaiulyfrydog,  at  different  times,  five  or  six  poor-rates  of  2-s-.  6^/. , 
each  rate,  whicli   he  believed  were  all  the  rates  assessed  on  his 


452  EVIDENCE. 


No.  28.  —  Eeg.  v.  Inhabitants  of  Llanfaethly,  23  L.  J.  M.  C.  34. 


tenement  durini^  the  first  year  he  occupied  it.  That  11.  Evans 
always  produced  the  rate-book  when  he  called  upon  him  for  his 
poor-rates.  His  health  declined,  and  he  was  unable  to  pav  his 
poor-rates  after  the  first  year.  At  the  end  of  three  years  his  rent 
was  reduced  to  £10  a  year,  at  which  rent  he  occupied  the  same 
tenement  until  the  13th  of  November,  1852,  and  annually  paid 
his  rent  to  the  landlord.  The  pauper  was  rated  to  the  po(jr-rates 
for  the  said  tenement  during  the  fourteen  years  he  resided  at 
Llandyfrydog,  l)ut  he  proved  he  paid  no  rates  after  the  first  year. 
E.  Evans  proved  he  was  a  rated  inhabitant,  and  one  of  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  Llandyfrydog  for  the  years  1838  and  1839, 
and  was  still  a  rated  inhabitant  of  that  parish.  That  the  pauper, 
W.  Hughes,  was  rated  to  the  poor-rates  for  the  tenement  he  held 
at  Gadfa,  in  that  parish,  at  25.  6d.,  each  rate,  and  that  he  used 
to  call  on  him  regularly  for  his  poor-rates  during  the  year  he  was 
overseer  of  the  poor,  and  that  the  pauper  paid  him  some  of  the 
poor-rates,  but  how  many  he  could  not  say.  That  he  delivered 
the  rate-book  at  the  end  of  the  year  to  Mr.  Iiol)ert  Trichard,  of 
Llwydiarth  Esgob,  solicitor,  one  of  the  principal  rated  inhabitants 
of  the  parish  of  Llandyfrydog.  That  his  co-overseer  had  since 
died.  The  said  E.  Evans,  the  surviving  overseer  of  the  poor  for 
1838  and  part  of  1839,  and  John  Owen,  of  Pen-y-Graigwen,  one 
of  the  overseers  who  succeeded  E.  Evans,  and  also  one  of  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  Llandyfrydog  for  the  years  1852  and  1853,  and 
also  the  said  E.  Prichard  and  Hugh  Jones,  who  are  the  present 
churchwardens  of  the  said  parish  of  Llandyfrydog,  were  regularly 
served  witli  suhpmna  duces  tectim  to  produce  on  the  hearing  of  the 
said  appeal  all  and  every  the  rate-books  of  the  said  parish  of 
Llandyfrydog,  and  all  and  every  the  poor-rate  assessments,  bills, 
rates,  or  levies  for  the  same  ])arish  for  the  year  18l')8,  and  from 
thence  for  each  and  every  year  up  to  and  including  the  year  1852. 
Notice  was  also  served  on  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  res])ondent 
parish  of  Llanelian  to  produce  tlie  same  rate-books,  assessments, 
bills,  rates  and  levies  of  the  said  ])arisli  of  Llandyfrydog  for  the 
same  years.  The  said  Jnlm  Owou,  of  Pen-y-Graigwen,  proved 
that  he,  during  the  year  lie  was  overseer,  collected  the  rates  in  the 
end  of  the  ])arish  where  the  pauper  had  lived;  and,  on  his  cross- 
examination,  ho  stated  tliot  lie  delivered  the  poor-ratt;  Ijook  to  his 
(•o-oversecr,  Joliu  Owen  of  Vnysgoed,  who  colle(;ted  the  rates  in 
the  other  end  of  the  parisli.      He  also  proved  that  the  fast-named 
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John  Owen  was  alive.  The  said  Hubert  Piichard  did  not  ap^iear 
at  the  Sessions  in  pursuance  of  the  shIjhc/ui  duces  tecum  served 
upon  him,  hut  tlie  other  parish  officers  of  Llandyfrydog  did  appear, 
in  pursuance  of  tlie  siihjjcena  duces  tecum  served  on  them.  They 
were  sworn  and  examined,  and  pressed  to  produce  the  rate-hooks 
of  the  parish  of  Llandyfrydog,  l)nt  they  did  not  produce  any  of  the 
rate-books  of  that  parish. 

The  question  for  tlie  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether  under 
the  circumstances  before  stated,  the  pauper  gained  a  settlement  in 
the  parish  of  Llandyfrydog  by  renting  a  tenement  or  by  payment 
of  rates.  And  as  the  parish  officers  of  Llandyfrydog  had  been 
served  with  suhpcenas  duces  tecum  to  produce  the  poor-rates  of  that 
parish  as  before  stated,  and  they  not  having  produced  the  same, 
whether  the  parol  evidence  of  the  pauper  and  of  the  said  Eowland 
Evans,  the  overseer  of  the  poor  of  Llandyfrydog,  was  sufficient 
evidence  of  rating  and  payment  to  establish  a  settlement  by  rates 
in  that  parish.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  under  the 
circumstances  stated,  the  pauper  gained  a  settlement  in  Llandy- 
frydog, either  by  renting  a  tenement  or  by  payment  of  rates,  the 
order  of  Sessions  was  to  be  quashed ;  if  not,  to  be  confirmed. 

Morgan  Lloyd,  in  support  of  the  order  of  Sessions.  The  only 
question  is,  w'hether  there  was  admissible  evidence  that 
the  *  pauper  was  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  Llandy-  [*  35] 
fry  dog.  The  rate -book  itself  is  the  proper  evidence  of 
this,  and  parol  evidence  was  not  admissible  without  showing  that 
all  means  had  been  taken  to  produce  the  rate -book.  Tlte  Kimj  v. 
CoppuU,  2  East,  25.  Here,  although  some  of  the  parish  officers 
appeared  at  the  Sessions  and  did  not  produce  the  rate-book  when 
called  for,  Prichard,  to  whom  it  had  been  handed  over  by  Eowlaml 
Evans,  was  not  there.  Moreover,  John  Owen,  of  Ynvstioed,  was 
never  subpoenaed  at  all.  This  is  a  contest  between  the  appellants 
and  a  third  parish,  in  which  the  respondents  have  no  immediate 
interest. 

Welsby,  contra.  The  case  finds  that  the  pauper  "  proved  that 
he  was  rated. "  There  is,  therefore,  some  evidence  of  that  fact. 
The  true  rule  is,  that  a  party  is  bound  in  the  first  instance  to  give 
primary  evidence ;  but  if  he  has  done  all  that  can  reasonably  be 
expected  to  procure  its  production  and  fails,  he  may  then  give 
secondary  evidence. 

[Lord  Campbell,   C.    J.      If  you  subpcena  an  attesting  witness 
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and  he  does  not  attend,  you  cannot  give  evidence  of  his  hand- 
writing.] 

If  a  suhpcena  duces  tccutu  is  served  and  the  witness  refuses  to 
produce  a  document  on  the  ground  of  privilege,  its  contents  may 
be  proved. 

[Erle,  J.      There  you  account  for  its  non-production.] 

Here  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  rate-1)oc)k  was  in  court,  ])iit 
that  it  was  not  produced.  Notice  to  produce  it  was  given  to  the 
respondents. 

Lord  Campbell,  (J.  J.  Lord  Kenyon's  observations  in  Tlic 
King  v.  Coiipull  must  be  taken  with  reference  to  the  facts  of  that 
case.  There  the  parish  officers,  who  wouhl  have  possession  of  the 
rate-book,  were  parties  to  the  appeal ;  and,  if  there  had  l)een  a 
proper  notice  to  produce  given  to  them,  according  to  the  usual 
practice,  secondary  evidence  would  have  been  admissible  on  the 
non-production.  Here  the  parish  of  Lland}  frydog  was  not  a  party 
to  the  appeal,  and  the  svhpmna  duces  fccv/ni  served  on  them  goes 
for  nothing  if  it  does  not  produce  tlie  document  rcrpiired  :  it  does 
not  let  in  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents.  It  has  been  held 
that  if,  under  a  subpcejin  duces  tecum,  the  witness  ap[)ears  and 
stands  on  his  privilege  and  refuses  to  produce  the  document,  and 
the  Judge  admits  the  objection,  secondary  evidence  is  then  admis- 
sible. But  here  no  privilege  existed,  and  the  witness  would  have 
been  bound  to  produce  the  rate-book,  and  would  have  lieen  pun- 
ishable for  contempt  if  he  had  refused  to  do  so.  Therefore,  there 
was  no  legal  evidence  of  a  settlement  in  Llandyfrydog,  and  the 
order  of  Sessions  must  be  confirmed. 

EitLK,  J. ^  Tlie  appellants  had  the  duty  cast  u]ion  them  of 
establisjiing  the  contents  of  the  rate-book,  and  they  must  there- 
ioiv.  either  produce  it  or  account  satisfactorily  for  its  alisence. 
Th(^y  have  not  done  either  of  tliese  things  by  serving  the  ]tarty 
who  is  sui)posed  to  have  the  rate-book,  but  who,  in  fact,  had  it 
not,  witli  a  subpama  to  ])roduce  it.  1  am  further  of  opinion  that, 
even  if  theyliad  served  Ihc  party  in  whose  iiossession  it  really  was, 
to  ]irodnce  tlic  liook,  and  that  party  had  disolicye(l  the  subpama, 
secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  wouhl  nol  liavc  been  admissible. 
This  may  lead  to  liai'dshiii  in  some  few  cases,  l)ut  it  would  lead 
also  to  great  iiu'onvenience  in  more  instances  if  sucii  a  proceeding 
were  allowed.  Order  of  Sessio7is  confirmed. 

^  The  other  Judges  were  .sillini;  in  tlie  (^jurt  for  Crown  Cases  Reserved. 
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ENGLISH  NOTES. 

Among  tlie  older  authoritie.s  for  tlie  first  part  of  the  rule,  Hoe  v. 
Xathrop  (1()9G).  3  Salk.  lo4,  1  Ld.  Pvaym.  154,  and  Marsh  v.  CoUnett, 
Xo.  34,  p.  508,  y>oiY,  may  be  referred  to.  A  copy  wliieh  a  witness 
•swears  he  has.  compared  with  the  original  and  found  correct  is  admis- 
sible to  prove  an  extract  from  a  marriage  register;  liecj.  v.  Mauuvarhnj 
(185G),  26  L.  J.  M.  C.  10:  and  a  foreign  register  of  births;  Hamudnj 
V.  BailLle  (1889),  42  Ch.  D.  282,  38  W.  R.  125.  A  copy  of  a  register 
of  baptisms  in  India  transmitted  to  and  deposited  in  the  India  office  is 
receivable  in  evidence;  Qiieen^s  Proctor  v.  Fri/  (1879),  4  1*.  1).  230, 
48  L.  J.  P.  68.  An  extract  from  the  foundation  deed  of  a  charity  [lur- 
porting  to  be  signed  by  the  founder,  nhich  had  been  hung  up  in  the 
board  room  of  the  charity  and  afterwards  given  into  the  care  of  one  of 
the  governors  and  secretary,  was  admitted  on  the  ground  that  the  deed 
itself  was  in  the  nature  of  a  ])ublic  document.  In  re  Jfosp'dal  for 
Incurables  (1884),    13  L.  \\.    Ir.  361. 

It  is  impossible  here  to  set  out  the  numerous  statutory  provisions 
relating  to  the  mode  of  proof  of  different  public  documents;  but  atten- 
tion may  be  directed  to  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  which  enables  Acts  of 
State  and  many  judicial  documents  to  be  proved  by  examined  copies 
as  well  as  by  the  authenticated  copies  therein  mentioned. 

It  has  been  held  that  it  is  sufficient  for  the  witness  to  swear  that  he 
examined  the  copy  while  another  read  the  original ;  Real  v.  Mavfjison 
(1808),  1  Camp.  469:  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  examining  parties 
sliould  read  the  documents  alternatively;  Fijson  v.  Kemp  (1833),  G  C. 
cS;  P.  71.  See,  however,  Slaiie  Pcerafje  Case  (1835)^  5  CI.  &  Fin.  at  p. 
40. 

It  is  to  be  remembered  that  when  an  official  document  of  State  is 
admissible  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  secondary  evidence  of  it  cannot 
be  given.  Hughes  v.  Varf/as  (June  29,  1893),  9  R.  661  5  Chatterton 
V.  Secretary  of  State  for  India  (1895).  189."5.  2  Q.  P..  189.  64  L.  J. 
(,).  P..  676,  72  L.  T.  858. 

The  following  cases  illustrate  the  kind  of  evidence  wliicli  has  been 
held  sufficient  to  show  the  loss  of  a  document  so  as  to  admit  secondary 
evidence:  — i^reem^/M  v.  Arhell  (1824),  2  B.  &  C.  494,  3  Dowl.  &  Ily. 
669,  1  Carr.  &  P.  326;  Gathercole  v.  Mlall  (1846),  15  M.  S.  \V.  319, 
15  L.  J.  Ex.  179;  Qnilter  v.  doss  (1863),  14  C.  B.  (X.  S.)  747.  11  W. 
Pt.  888. 

Perhaps  the  most  usual  way  of  proving  the  loss  of  a  document  is  b\' 
showing  a  fruitless  search  for  it.  It  is  sufficient  to  show  that  all 
reasonable  efforts  to  find  it  have  been  made  ;  Hart  v.  Hart  (1841).  1 
Hare,  1 ;  Boyle  v.   Wiseman  (1855),  10  Ex.  647,  24  L.  J.  Ex.  160.      It 
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i.'i  not  necessary  that  every  possible  search  should  appear  to  have  been 
made;  Hart  v.  Hurt,  siipm.  The  degree  of  diligence  to  be  used 
depends  upnu  the  nature  of  the  document  and  the  circumstances  of  the 
case;  Gaily  v.  Bishop  of 'Exeter  (1828),  4  Bing.  290;  and  see  per 
Best,  J.  in  Breivster  v.  Seivell  (1820),  3  B.  &  Aid.  21)G,  22  K.  R.  395. 
It  is  not  necessary  that  the  search  should  have  been  recent  or  made 
expressly  for  the  purposes  of  the  case.  Fitz  v.  Bahb'ds  (1837),  2  j\[. 
&  Eob.  60. 

As  sliowing  the  nature  of  the  search  which  the  law  deems  sufficient, 
the  following  cases  may  be  referred  to:  —  M^ Galtey  v.  Alston.  (1836),  2 
M.  &  W.  20(),  2  Gale,  238;  FernJeij  v.Wortkinrjto/i  (1840),  1  M.  &  G. 
491;  Bardoe  v.  Brlce  (1844),  13  M.  &  W.  267,  14  L.  J.  Ex.  212;  Doe 
d.  Bichards  v.  Lewis  (1852),  11  C.  B.  1035;  Bex  v.  H'lnekley  (1863), 
3  B.  &  S.  885,  32  L.  J.  M.  C.  158.  AVith  a  view  to  showing  sufficient 
search,  hearsay  evidence  may  be  given  of  the  answers  given  by  persons 
likely  to  have  it,  to  inquiries  for  it ;  Bey.  v.  Kenil worth  (1845),  7  Q. 
B.  642,  14  L.  J.  M.  C.  160;  Bey.  v.  Bralntree  (1859),  28  L.  J.  M.  C. 
1;  Smith  v.  Smith  (1876),  10  Jr.  R.  E(p  274.  But  where  the  docu- 
ment has  been  clearly  traced  to  the  possession  of  a  person,  a  party  will 
not  be  allowed  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  it  without  calling  that 
person  ;  Freeman  v.  Arkell  (1824),  2  B.  &  G.  494,  3  Dowl.  &  Ry.  669; 
Bey.  v.  Safron  Hill  (1852),  1  El.  &  Bl.  93,  22  L.  J.  ^l.  C.  22  :  and 
see  Bex  v."l)enis  (1827),  7  B.  &  C.  620,  1  M.  &  Ry.  294.  Where  the 
person  who  had  the  custody  of  the  document  is  dead,  his  declarations 
regarding  it  will  be  received  with  caution,  and,  at  all  events,  before 
admitting  them,  other  sources  of  information  must  be  exhausted.  Bey. 
v.  Bawden  (1834),  2  Ad.  &  El.  158. 

A  party  objecting  to  the  production  of  a  copy  on  the  ground  that  due 
search  has  not  been  made  for  the  original,  must  make  the  objection  at 
the  time  of  the  trial  distinctly  on  that  ground  :  if  he  does  not,  the 
Court  will  not  afterwards  entertain  it.  W'ilJiains  v.  Wileo.r  (1838),  8 
Ad.  &E1.  314. 

Whore  a  written  instrument  has  been  lost  and  secondary  evidence  of 
its  contents  received,  its  construction  is  nevertheless  still  for  the  Judge. 
Berwirk  v.  fforsfall  (1858),  4  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  450,  27  L.  J.  C.  B.  193. 

It  may  be  mentioned  that  the  memorial  of  a  deed  over  thirty  years  old 
executed  bv  the  grantors,  is  ti'eated  as  ])rimary  evidence  against  persons 
claiming  uiidi-r  them,  without  proof  of  the  handwriting.  Biyys-Miller 
v.    iriwa/ley  (1S90),  28  L.  R.  I  r.  144. 

Additinnal  :iiit  horities  for  the  prdpositioii  that  secondary  evidence 
niav  be  given  of  a  document  which  is  in  possession  of  a  person  who  is 
nut  cunipellable  to  produce  it  and  refuses  to  do  so,  may  be  found  in 
Lloyd  V.  Mnstyn  (1842),  10  M.  &  AV.  478,  12  L.  J.  Ex.  1 ;  Newton  v. 
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Chuplln  (1850),  10  C.  15.  35G,  19  L.  J.  C.  V.  :574,  uiul  Rrx  v.  Lenthnm 
(1861),  8  El.  &  El.  058,  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  205. 

.Secondary  evidence  \vill  be  admitted  of  an  original  which  it  is 
lihysically  iinpo.ssible  or  very  inconvenient  ti>  inoduce.  as  for  e.\ani[(lf 
of  an  inscri[ttion  on  a  tablet  fixed  up  in  a  church  :  Due  d.  Crispin  v. 
CVA'  (1834),  (;  C.  &  P.  35«,>. 

Where  in  an  action  tor  shooting  a  dog  it  appeared  that  in  the  [)lan- 
tation  where  the  dog  was  shot  was  a  notice  board  stating  that  dogs 
fnund  there  would  be  shot,  it  was  held  that  a  copj-  of  what  was  posted 
v]i  the  board  was  admissible,  without  notice  to  pntduce  the  board: 
JhtrtJiolomeir  \.  Ste^jlieiis  (1839),  8  C.  &  P.  728;  but  secondary  evi- 
dence w^as  held  inadmissible,  of  a  portable  notice  hung  up  in  a  carrier's 
oflHce,  stating  that  the  goods  carried  by  him  were  to  be  subject  to  a 
general  lien  :  Jones  v.  Tarleton  (1842),  9  ]\[.  &  W.  675.  In  an  action 
for  infringement  of  copyright  in  a  painting,  evidence  of  persons  who 
have  seen  the  original  painting  (which  was  in  Australia)  has  been  held 
admissible  to  prove  that  a  picture  sold  by  the  defendants  and  pro- 
duced in  Court  is  a  co[>y,  without  producing  the  original.  Liicfis  v. 
Williams  (1892),  1892,  2  Q.  P..  113,  61  L.  J.  Q.  P.  595,  CO  L.  T.  706. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

Greenleaf  states  the  American  doctrine  thus  :  "  The  rule  may  be  considered 
as  settled,  that  every  document  of  a  public  nature,  which  there  would  be  an 
inconvenience  in  removing,  and  which  the  party  has  a  right  to  inspect,  may 
1)6  proved  by  a  duly  authenticated  copy  "  (1  Evidence,  s.  484).  This  is  ap- 
plied to  the  cases  of  registers  of  births  and  marriages  (Milford  v.  Worcester, 
7  ^lassachusetts.  48;  Shu/eshur;/  v.  Iladle//,  lo-i  ibirl.  •24"J ;  Tucker  v.  People, 
117  Illinois,  !)1  :  Jackson  v.  Bonehuni,  lo  Johnson  (N.  Y.),  '2'H] :  Bichmond  v. 
I^atterson,  ?>  Ohio,  of>8)  ;  to  registrations  of  vessels  in  custom-houses  (l/nited 
States  V.  Johns,  4  Dallas  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  412;  Cadelt  v.  Pac.  Ins.  Co.,  1 
Wendell  (N.  Y.),  oGl);  to  books  of  record  of  transaction^  of  all  municipal 
bodies  (^Saxton  v.  Xlnons,  11  ^Massachusetts,  320:  Denninr/  v.  Iloome.  6  Wen- 
dell (X.  Y.).  t)51 ;  Bishop  V.  Cone,  3  New  Hampshire.  .j13)  :  American  State 
Papers  (^Nixon  v.  Porter,  31  Mississippi,  097;  Brijan  v.  Forsi/th.  19  Howard 
(P.  S.  Sup.  Ct.,)  334);  town  commissioners  (Cheatham  v.  Younr/.  113  North 
Carolina,  161;  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  017);  legislative  journals  and  acts  (Young  v. 
Bank  of  Alexandria,  4  Cranch  (I".  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  388;  Smith  v.  l^otter,  27  Ver- 
mont, 304);  see  al.so  Insurance  Co.  v.  Rosenagle,  77  Penn.  State,  .307  :  Slate  v. 
Dooris,  40  Connecticut,  14."):  audits  of  public  accounts  (5/a/''  v.  Powell,  iO 
Louisiana  Anniud,  234;  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  522);  records  of  weather  bureau 
(Knott  V.  Raleigh  §-r.  R.  Co..  98  North  Carolina.  73:  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  321)  ; 
market  reports  and  weather  records  (People  w  Doic,  (J4  Michisan,  717:  8 
Am.  St.  Rep.  873).  But  not  records  of  a  board  of  health  (Buffalo  Loan  S,'c. 
Co.  V.  Knights  Templar  Asso.,  126  New  York,  450;  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  839). 
In  Traction  Co.  v.  Board  of  Works,  57  New  Jersey  Law,  313,  a  paper  cer- 
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tified  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  under  his  seal,  to  be  a  true  copy  of  a  descrij)- 
tion  of  routes  of  an  electric  railway,  filed  in  his  office,  was  held  not  to  be 
evidence.  The  Court  said :  "In  this  country,  says  Professor  (ireenleaf,  the 
great  seal  being  usually  if  not  always  kept  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  a  dif- 
ferent course  prevails ;  and  an  exemplified  copy  under  the  seal  of  the  court 
is  usually  admitted,  even  upon  a  plea  of  nid  del  record,  as  sufficient  evidence. 
Greenl.  Ev.,  §  502.  In  addition  to  copies  exemplified  by  the  great  seal,  or  seal 
of  a  Court,  there  were  cei'tified  copies  made  by  the  officer  in  custody  of  the 
judicial  records,  and  known  as  office  copies.  These  were  admissible  only  in 
the  same  cause  and  in  the  same  Court.  2  Phil.  Ev.  marg.  p.  347.  The  third 
kind  of  authenticated  copy  is  an  examined  or  sworn  copy,  which  is  proved  by 
producing  a  witness  who  has  compared  the  copy  with  the  original  record, 
word  for  word,  or  who  has  examined  the  copy  while  another  person  read  the 
original.  These  are  the  various  methods  of  iiroviiig  judicial  records  by  a 
copy.  Therefore,  a  paper  certified  by  the  Secretaiy  of  State,  under  the  appro- 
priate seal,  as  clerk  of  the  Cou.rt  of  Errors  and  Appeals,  or  of  the  Court  of 
Impeachment,  or  of  the  Prerogative  Court,  to  be  a  true  copy  of  a  record  in 
one  of  these  Courts,  would  be  receivable  in  evidence.  In  respect  of  public 
documents  or  entries  not  of  a  judicial  character,  proof  may  be  made  by 
examined  or  sworn  copies,  as  already  remarked.  Slate  v.  Hutchinson,  5  Halst. 
242;  State  v.  Clothier,  1  Vroom,  351.  But  a  paper  purporting  to  be  a  certified 
copy  of  a  public  document,  although  certified  by  the  officer  in  whose  custody 
it  is  placed,  whether  under  seal  or  not,  is  not  receivable  in  evidence  unless 
such  certification  is  enjoined  or  permitted  by  statute.  Notes  to  2  Phil.  Ev. 
(5th  Am.  Ed),  marg.  p.  444;  1  Stark.  Ev.  154.  It  is  true  that  Mr.  Green- 
leaf,  in  the  text  of  the  original  edition  of  his  work  on  Evidence,  section  485, 
says  that  the  weight  of  authority  seems  to  have  established  the  rule  that  a 
copy  given  by  a  public  officer,  whose  duty  it  is  to  keep  the  original,  ought  to 
be  received  in  evidence.  Of  two  cases  cited  by  him,  in  one  the  copy  received 
was  a  sworn  copy,  and  in  the  other  the  copy  was  rejected  because  it  certified 
facts  and  not  the  i-ecord  ;  and  the  remarks  of  tlie  Judge  iu  respect  to  the 
••fficacy  of  the  certified  copy  as  evidence  were  ohiicr.  'Two  oi-  three  cases  are 
cited  which  were  based  upon  the  remarks  of  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  the 
case  of  United  States  v.  Percheman,  7  Pet.  51,  who,  after  holdiugthat  the  copy 
then  in  question  was  authorized  by  Federal  statutes,  said  that  on  general 
principles  such  copies  ought  to  be  received.  In  the  last  edition  of  Mr.  Green- 
leaf's  work,  it  is  admitted  that  the  earlier  cases  wei-e  ojiposed  to  the  reception 
of  certified  co]iies  unless  authorized  by  statute.  It  is  profitless  to  consider 
the  question  of  the  weight  of  American  authorities,  for  it  is  believed  that  no 
English  case  can  be  found  in  which  such  certificates  have  been  received,  and 
their  incoTnpetency  lias  l)ceii  assorted  in  at  least  two  cases  in  this  State." 

A  privalf  ddcunicnl  must  lie  juddiiccd  or  its  absence  satisfactorily  ac- 
couiit<'(l  foi-  ln-fori'  parol  evidence  of  its  (lontc-nts  is  admissible.  Johnson  v. 
Arnirini.  12  New  Jersey  Law,  451 ;  Ddane// v.  Erriclson,1()  Nebraska,  492  ; 
Pdf/r  V.  /'<ir/r.  15  i'ickering  (Mass.),  308;  Snow  v.  Carr,C)l  Alabama,  303 ; 
Wnodworl/i  V.  Bnrler.  1  Hill  (N.  Y.).  172;  Barhehler  v.  Nutting,  16  New 
llaiMpshin',  201  ;  Malteson  v.  Noycs,  25  Illinois,  591  (telegram). 
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Such  evidence  is  adinissiiile  if  tin-  ('.(tcuiiieiit  is  shown  to  he  lieyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Maiining  v.  MtirQ)ie>/,  fST  Alabama.  OfW  ;  1:{  Am. 
St.  Rep.  07  ;  hut  not  w  itliout  proof  of  an  effort  to  obtain  it.  Wisfitnan  v. 
Noiih.  P.  R.  Co.,  20()re<>on,  425;  L>;}  Am.  St.  Rep.  i:jo. 

So  if  the  document  has  come  into  possession  of  the  opposite  l>arty  llwougii 
fraud.  Rose  v.  Le/ris,  10  Micliigan,  483;  Nealley  v.  Greanouyh,  5  Foster 
(New  Hampshire).  ?>2');  State  v.  Mnyberry,  48  Maine,  218  ;  Com.  v.  Messiuger, 
1  Binney  (Penn.),  27.'J. 


No.  29.  —  HIPPINER   v.   WRIGHT. 

(K.    B.    1819.) 

No.  30.  —  MAEINE   INVESTMENT   COMPANY  v. 
HAVISIDE. 

(II.  L.  1872.) 

IJULE. 

Where  an  instrument  essential  to  the  plaintiffs'  title 
has  been  lost,  it  will  be  presumed  prinid  fade  that  it  was 
properly  stamped  ;  but  if  it  is  proved  to  have  been  un- 
stamped, parol  evidence  cannot  be  given  of  its  contents. 

Rippiner  v.  Wright. 

2  Barn.  &  Aid.  478-479  (i\  R.  R.  .30-3). 

Evidence.  — •  Lost  Instrumenl.  —  Uiislainped. 

Wliere   an  agreemont  on    unstamped    paper  lias   been    destroyed,  no  [47.S] 
parol  evidence  can  be  given  of  its  contents,  even  if  it  lias   been  destroyed 
by  the  wrongful  act  of  tlie  party  who  takes  the  objection. 

Assumijdt  for  a  crop  of  pea.s,  bargained  and  sold  by  plain tift"  to 
defendant.  Plea,  non  assumpsit  a.s  to  part,  and  a  tender  of  £6  .''>.s. 
9f?.  as  to  the  residue.  At  the  trial  before  BuHKoroH,  J.,  at  tlic 
Spring  As-sizes  for  the  county  of  Northampton,  the  defendant  pro- 
posed to  give  parol  evidence  of  an  agreement  between  him  and  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  latter  shoidd  not  be  ])aid  for  tlie  value  of  tlic 
crop,  but  only  for  the  expense  of  ploughing  and  seed  sown.  It 
appeared  that  this  agreement  had  been  reduced  into  writing,  on 
unstamped  paper;  and  that  afterwards  the  plaintiff  took  an  oppor- 
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tunity  to  snatch  it  from  the  hands  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  and 
to  destroy  it.  Holbech,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  that  no  parol 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  this  paper  could  be  received,  inasmuch 
as  the  paper  itself  could  not,  if  in  existence,  have  been  read,  not 
bein<^  stamped.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  that  the 
plaintiff',  by  his  act  in  destroying  the  paper,  had  prevented  the  de- 
fendant from  getting  it  stamped,  as  he  might  have  done 
[*  479]  *  on  payment  of  the  penalty  ;  and  that  therefore  it  was  not 
competent  for  him  to  make  this  objection.  The  learned 
Judge  rejected  the  evidence,  and  the  plaintiff'  ol^tained  a  verdict. 
And  now 

Denman  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  learned 
Judge  had  improperly  rejected  the  evidence ;  and  contended  that 
the  plaintiff  ought  not  thus  to  have  been  permitted  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  his  own  wrongful  act. 

Per  Cukiam.  The  evidence  was  properly  rejected.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  parties  to  an  agreement  to  take  care  that  when  it  is 
executed  it  is  properly  stamped ;  and  it  is  one  of  the  risks  attend- 
ant upon  an  omission  to  do  this,  that  if  any  accident  happens  to 
the  agreement  before  the  stamp  is  affixed,  there  is  no  remedy  upon 
it  whatsoever.  It  is  not  possible  now  to  say,  whether  or  not  the 
commissioners  of  stamps,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  would 
have  permitted  this  agreement,  if  it  had  remained  in  existence,  to 
be  stamped  on  payment  of  the  penalty.  lluU'  refused. 

Marine  Investment  Company  v.  Haviside. 

L.  IJ.  f)  II.  L.  (i24-63r)  (s.  c.  4i  L.  .J.  Cli.  17;i). 

[C'24]  Stamp.  — Secondary  Evidence  of  a  IkKiimeiit. 

Tlif  bunion  cif  proving  an  instrnmcnt  to  be  unstamped  lies,  in  tlie  first  in- 
stance, on  tlie  party  wiio  objects  to  its  proilnction  im  the  iiroiuid  tliat  it  is 
nnstampod.  Wliere  there  is  no  evidence  on  eitlier  side  it  will  be  presumed  to 
liavo  been  stani])ed 

I'>ii*  wlien  once  satislactoi'v  evidence  has  been  i;iven  tiiat  at  a  particular  tlnio 
the  insti-uiiient  was  nnstaniped.  there  is  an  end  of  any  in-esuniption  of  law  in 
favour  of  its  liaviiii,'  been  stamped,  the  onus  of  proof  is  shifted,  and  the  party 
wlio  relies  on  the  iiistrinnenl  must  prove  if  to  have  l)een  duly  stamped. 

'I'liis  was  an  a])p('al  against  an  (irder  of  Lord  ('liiiuccllor  IFatukk- 
LEY,  dated  the  21st  of  Pcccndjor,  1870,  l)y  which  a  deci'ee  of  Vice"- 
Chancellor  James,  dated  in  January,  1870,  had  been  reversed. 
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In  tlie  year  1859  one  Robert  Taylerson  was  the  owner  of  letters 
patent  for  an  invention  for  improvements  in  sliipbuilding,  and  he 
was  also  the  owniM-  in  fee  of  a  sln})l)uildinii;  yard  and  premises  sit- 
uated at  Ladybui'ii,  nciii-  (n-eenock,  in  Scotland.  By  a  Ijond  and 
disposition  executed  in  the  Scotch  form  dated  the  IStli  of  May, 
1850,  and  registered  in  the  Registry  of  Sasines  for  Renfrew- 
shire *and  the  Regality  of  Glasgow,  this  property  was  [*  G25] 
mortgaged  to  a  person  named  Bourne  to  secure  a  sum  of 
£3000,  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  purchase-money  agreed  to  ])e 
given  for  it,  the  original  sum  having  been  £4000  and  only  £1000 
having  been  paid.  The  sum  for  which  the  mortgage  was  executed 
was  to  bear  interest  at  5  per  cent. 

By  a  like  bond  and  disposition  of  security  executed  in  the  Scotch 
form,  dated  the  22nd  of  June,  1859,  and  registered  the  5th  of  July, 
1859,  Taylerson  bound  himself  to  repay  to  the  Respondent,  Thomas 
Snaith  Haviside,  a  sum  of  £1150  with  interest,  and  mortgafied  the 
same  premises  to  secure  payment  of  this  debt. 

By  an  agreement  dated  the  2nd  of  September,  1859,  after  taking 
credit  for  the  value  of  a  ship  then  assigned  to  Haviside,  Taylerson 
acknowledged  himself  indebted  to  Haviside  in  a  sum  of  £4350,  in 
addition  to  the  £1150  already  mentioned. 

By  a  bond  and  disposition  of  the  same  date  Taylerson  secured 
upon  his  shipbuilding  yard  the  sums  thus  acknowledged  to  ])e 
due. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  20tli  of  November,  1859,  Taylerson 
mortgaged  the  patent  to  Haviside  for  £1000. 

In  the  year  1862  one  William  Cribb  was  proposed  to  become  a 
partner  of  Taylerson.  Negotiations  were  pending  for  some  time  on 
this  scheme  of  partnership,  and  it  was  alleged  that  for  the  benefit 
of  Taylerson  (on  account  of  friendship  for  him)  Haviside  had 
written  a  letter  consenting  to  release  his  mortgage  on  the  premises 
at  Ladyburn,  that  being  one  of  the  inducements  for  Cribb  to  enter 
into  partnership  with  Taylerson. 

Cribb  did  enter  into  the  partnership,  quitted  it  in  about  a  year, 
and  then  Gething,  Cribb's  solicitor,  handed  over  to  Sutton,  who 
succeeded  Cribb  in  the  partnership,  the  letter  said  to  contain  tlie 
undertaking. 

In  April,  1864,  the  Marine  Investment  Company  advanced  cer- 
tain sums  of  money  to  the  partnership  of  Taylerson  &  Sutton,  and 
it  was  agreed  that  the  title  deeds  of  the  shipbuilding  yard  and 


462  EVIDEXCE. 


No.  30.  —  Marine  Investment  Co.  v.  Haviside,  L.  R.,  5  H.  L.  625,  626. 


premises  at  Ladyburu  should  be  deposited  as  collateral  security 
for  these  advances.  Taylersou  &  Sutton  when  agreeing  to  this 
arrangement  informed  tlie  solicitors  of  the  company  that  the  prop- 
erty was  mortgaged  to  the  extent  of  £3000  to  j\Ir. 
[*  G26]  Holden,  who  held  the  title  *  deeds  as  assignee  of  IJourne, 
the  original  mortgagee.  It  was  arranged  that  this  mort- 
gage should  be  paid  off  out  of  the  monies  advanced  by  the  com- 
pany, and  the  deeds  were  to  be  handed  over  to  the  compan}'.  This 
was  done,  the  company  being  assured  that  there  was  no  other 
charge  upon  the  premises,  and  by  a  disposition  in  the  Scotch  form 
Taylerson,  on  the  6th  of  Jul}^  1864,  assigned  the  shipl)uilding 
yard  and  premises  at  Ladyburn  irredeemably  to  Coffey  and  others, 
the  trustees  of  the  Marine  Investment  Company. 

In  November,  1864,  Taylerson  became  bankm})!.  In  investiga- 
ting the  title  to  the  shipbuilding  yard  and  premises  upon  some 
proceedings  consequent  on  tliis  bankruptcy,  the  solicitors  for  the 
Marine  Investment  Company  searched  the  liegister  of  Sasines  for 
the  county  of  Renfrew^,  and  by  means  thereof  discovered  the  mort- 
gages to  Haviside  tliere  recorded.  Sutton  and  the  other  parties 
being  told  of  this,  declared  that  the  premises  were  in  fact  unin- 
cumbered, for  that  Mr.  Haviside  would,  of  course,  act  on  the 
undertaking  he  had  given,  and  release  the  mortgage.  A  search 
was  made  for  the  letter  said  to  constitute  this  undertaking,  but  it 
could  not  be  found,  nor  could  any  one  swear  to  its  contents,  nor 
was  there  any  known  copy  of  it.  Haviside  denied  that  he  had 
entered  into  any  absolute  undertaking  to  release  the  mortgage, 
averred  that  it  was  an  undertaking  conditional  on  Cribb  executing 
a  charge  on  the  shipbuilding  yard,  which  condition  had  never  been 
performed ;  and  farther,  that  the  undertaking  was  delivered  to 
Cribb  unstamped. 

On  the  19th  of  June,  1866,  a  bill  was  hied  by  the  Marine  In- 
vestment Company  and  ColTey  and  others  against  Haviside  and 
Cribb,  praying  that  a  proper  release  miglit  be  decreed  to  be  exe- 
cuted by  Haviside,  and  tliat  he  and  Cribb  might  be  decreed  to  do 
and  concur  in  all  necessary  acts  and  deeds  for  the  jmrpose  of  hav- 
ing the  entry  in  the  Registry  of  Deeds  in  Scotland  vacated,  the 
Marine  Investment  Ci)m])any  lieing  willing  to  ])ay  the  expense 
thereof;  that  ]m)]H'r  inquiries  miglit  l)e  made;  that  Haviside 
might  be  restrained  from  transferring  th(;  mortgage  debt;  and  for 
general  relief.     Answers  were  put  in,  Haviside  denying  any  posi- 
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tive  undertaking  to  release,  and  alleging  that  all  that  lie  had  pro- 
jxised  to  do  was  for  the  benefit  of  Triylerson  and  not  of  hi.s 
(■rcditois,  and  insisting  that  tlic  allei^cd  letteV  of  undi;rtaking 
should  1)C   produced. 

Sutton  died  in  186S. 

*  In  the  course  of  the  evidence  given  in  the  cause,  Mr.   [*  627] 
Gething,  the  solicitor  to  Cribb,  and  afterwards  the  solicitor 
to  Sutton,  saitl :  "  I  cannot  renieml)er  anything  as  to  the  contents 
of  the  undertaking  which  1  handed  to  Mr.  Sutton.     1  am  sure  that 
it  was  not  stamped  while  in  my  possession." 

The  plaintiffs  (the  Marine  Investment  Company  and  Coffey  and 
others  the  trustees)  put  in  among  other  evidence  the  bills  of  costs 
of  Haviside's  solicitors  (Messrs.  Howard  &  Dollman)  of  February, 
1863,  in  whicli  were  these  (among  otlier)  entries: 

"Drawing  undertaking  to  be  given  by  Mr.  Haviside  to  release 
mortgage  on  premises  at  Ladyburn,  and  copy." 

"Attending  Mr.  Haviside.  obtaining  and  attesting  his  execution 
of  assignment  and  signature  to  undertaking." 

"  Attending  completion." 

"Attending  stamping  duplicate  assignment." 

From  which  evidence,  and  the  belief  of  some  witnesses  that  with 
the  assignment  of  the  patent  there  had  been  an  unconditional 
undertakino-  to  release  the  mortgage,  the  ricjlit  to  relief  was  in- 
sisted  on. 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  before  Vice-Chancellor  James  on 
the  28th  of  January,  1870,  when,  in  addition  to  evidence  of  the 
conduct  of  the  parties  and  proofs  of  the  bills  of  costs  of  the  attor- 
neys and  solicitors,  secondary  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  al- 
leged letter  of  undertaking  was  tendered.  It  was  objected  that 
the  letter  itself  was  not  produced ;  that  if  produced  it  would  be 
found  to  l)e  unstamped,  and  tliat  conseqiiently  as  it  could  not 
itself  be  admissible,  it  was  not  competent  for  the  plaintiffs  to  give 
secondary  evidence  of  its  contents.  The  Vice-Chaxceli.or  tliought 
that  on  the  wliole  evidence  tliere  was  enougli  to  sliow  that  the 
alleged  undertaking  liad  been  given,  and,  adopting  the  representa- 
tion that  it  was  an  absolute  undertaking  to  release,  he  made  a  de- 
cree directing  the  execution  of  a  release  as  prayed.  On  appeal  to 
Lord  Chancellor  Hathkrlev  tlie  decree  was  ordered  to  be  reversed. 
This  appeal  was  then  brought. 
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Mr.  Edward  E.  Kay,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  W.  W.   Karslake,  for  the 
appellants :  — 

There  had  been  here  a  simple  undertaking  to  release 
[*  628]  the  mortgage,  *and  the  question  was,  whether  that  was 
not  sutticiently  proved,  or  whether,  as  the  letter  containing 
the  release  had  been  lost,  it  was  not  competent  to  the  appellants 
to  give  secondary  evidence  of  it.  It  is  not  denied  that  an  instru- 
ment of  that  sort  must  be  stamped.  But,  when  the  objection  that 
it  is  not  stamped  is  made,  the  onus  of  proving  that  objection  lies  in 
the  first  place  on  the  objector.  That  onus  was  not  here  discharged 
by  him.  All  the  presumptions  from  the  evidence  of  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  were  the  other  way.  The  document  was  jiroved  to 
have  been  given,  and  to  have  passed  from  one  person  to  another, 
each  being  interested  in  seeing  that  it  was  a  valid  and  effectual 
instrument.  The  paper  was  delivered  to  Cribb  m  February,  1861), 
and  he  lield  it  while  he  continued  in  the  partnership.  ll(i  ([uitted 
the  partnership  in  February,  1864,  and  was  succeeded  by  Sutton, 
to  whom  Cribb  or  his  solicitor  Gething  handed  over  the  letter. 
Mr.  (Jething's  statement  amounts  to  no  more  than  that  he  did  not 
recollect  getting  it  stamped  while  it  was  in  liis  possession.  It 
might  Inive  l>een  stamped  before.  That  is  the  proper  meaning  to 
1)3  afh.x'ed  to  his  words.  lUit  all  the  proceedings  from  that  time 
forward  sliowed  tiie  belief  of  the  various  parties  that  the  release 
was  valid  and  could  be  enforced.  If,  therefore,  it  was  not  stamped 
by  Gething  while  in  his  possession  it  must  have  been  stamped 
after  it  got  into  the  possession  of  Sutton.  There  were  in  the  bill 
of  costs  of  Haviside's  own  solicitor  two  entries  which  showed  that 
the  document  had  been  duly  executed  [see  ante,  p.  46.>].  The  in- 
struments there  mentioned  had  been  completed,  and  then  this 
instrument  had  been  handed  ovei'  to  the  ])arties  interested,  and 
was  held  by  them  during  the  continuance  of  their  interest.  There 
could  not  be  stronger  grounds  of  presum])tion  for  the  belief  that 
tli(!  instrument  thus  ]»roperly  executed  was  put  by  them  into  a  per- 
fectly legal  and  formal  state,  and  was  in  all  respects  valid.  The 
statement  of  Haviside  in  his  answering  affidavit,  "  1  believe  that 
such  letter  was  not  stamped,"  cannot  for  om;  niomenl  lie  set  up 
against  such  a  presumption. 

Then  what  is  the  state  of  the  authoiitics  on   the  sul»ject?     The 

first    case    is    that    of    Ilcr  v.    Linuj   BurlJii/,  7   East,  45, 

[*  629]  (8   II.  R.   595,)  where  i)arties  liaving  *  acted  for  years  on 
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the  belief  that  certain  indenture.s  of  apprenticeship  were  valid, 
the  Court  adopted  the  })resuniption  that  they  had  been  properly 
stamped,  altliongh  evidence  was  actually  given  that  no  proof  of  the 
stamping  could  be  found  in  the  records  of  the  Stamp  Office.  In 
Rippinrr  v.  IVrlfiht,  2  li.  &  Aid.  478,  (21  E.  R.  363,)  see  Hex  v. 
Castle  Morton,  3  15.  &  Aid.  o88,  (22  li.  R.  493,)  an  agreement  had 
])een  reduced  into  writing  on  paper  shown  at  that  time  to  be  un- 
stamped. (])n  a  subsequent  occasion  it  was  snatched  by  the  plain- 
titt"  from  the  hand  of  the  defendant's  attorney  ;  it  was  afterwards 
destroyed,  and  there,  no  doubt,  the  Court  refused  to  receive  sec- 
ondary evidence  of  it;  but  that  was  because  at  the  time  it  was 
snatched  from  the  hands  of  the  attorney  it  was  known  not  to  be 
stamped,  and  it  was  then  in  tlie  hands  of  a  man  wliose  interest  it 
was  that  it  should  not  be  stamped.  That  case,  therefore,  could 
not  affect  the  present.  But  in  Foohij  v.  Goodwin,  4  Ad.  &  E.  94 
(see  Doe  d.  Fryer  v.  Coombs,  3  Q.  B.  687),  a  written  paper  authoris- 
ing the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  had  been  given  and  had  been 
lost;  but  the  defendant  having  in  his  own  affidavit  set  out  the 
order  itself,  secondary  evidence  of  it  was  allowed,  as  the  Court 
presumed  that  the  stamp  had  been  properly  affixed  to  it.  So 
in  Hart  v.  ffarf,  1  Hare,  1,  it  was  held  that  where  secondary 
evidence  is  admitted  to  prove  the  contents  of  a  lost  instrument, 
the  Court  will  presume  it  to  have  been  properly  stamped  until 
the  contrary  is  shown.  And  Phillips'  Evidence,  8th  ed.  vol.  ii.  p. 
623,  adopts  the  principle  there  acted  on.  In  Smith  v.  Henlei/, 
1  Phill.  391,  the  document  had  been  returned  to  the  hands  of  tlie 
man  who  did  not  like  and  did  not  wish  to  be  bound  V)y  it,  and  he 
destroyed  it,  and  there  evidence  had  l)een  given  which  showed  that 
at  the  time  it  got  back  to  his  hands  it  was  not  stamped.  There, 
of  course,  no  ground  existed  for  the  presumption  that  he  who 
wished  to  get  rid  of  it  would  make  it  a  valid  instrument ;  but  here 
tlie  presumption  was  the  reverse,  for  it  was  in  the  hands  of  men 
whose  interests  were  to  be  protected  by  it,  and  who  would  there- 
fore take  care  that  it  was  valid.  In  Crowther  v.  Solomons,  6  C.  B. 
758,  the  person  who  produced  the  copy  admitted  that  the  original 
was  not  stamped,  otherwise  it  was  said  the  ordinary 
*  presumption  that  it  was  stamped  would  have  arisen.  In  [*  630] 
Closmadeuc  v.  Carrel,  18  C.  B.  36,  it  was  said  that  the 
general  rule  in  favour  of  the  presumption  tliat  the  instrument  was 
stamped  could  not  be  disputed.     Here  the  evidence  to  support  that 
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presumption  was  very  strong,  for  it  was  Sutton's  interest  to  get  it 
stamped,  and  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  he  acted  on  the  faith 
of  its  being  a  valid  and  effectual  instrument. 

Sir  R.  Palmer,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Eddis,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Speed,  were  for 
the  respondent,  but  were  not  called  on. 

Lord  Cairns  :  —  ' 

My  Lords,  in  this  case  the  bill  is  tiled,  in  substance,  for  the 
specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to  release  a  certain  ship- 
building property  on  the  Clyde  from  a  mortgage  over  the  property, 
to  which  the  respondent  Haviside  was  entitled  ;  and  two  objections 
are  made  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  present  appellants.  The 
agreement  which  it  is  founded  upon  was  constituted  by  a  letter, 
dated  the  24th  of  February,  1863,  and  the  letter  is  lost.  The  first 
objection  is  this  :  It  is  said  that  the  letter  was  not  stamped.  And 
the  second  objection  is,  that  the  terms  of  the  letter  are  not  proved, 
and  that  they  were  not  the  terms  which  are  alleged  by  the  Plain- 
tiffs' bill.  My  Lords,  the  first  of  these  objections  has  to  be  dis- 
posed of  in  its  proper  order ;  and  it  will  be  unnecessary,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  and  as  I  shall  ask  your  Lordships  to  hold,  to  consider 
the  second  question,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  answer 
which  must  be  given  to  the  first. 

Now,  it  is  not  for  your  Lordships,  at  this  time,  to  consider 
whether  the  fiscal  law  with  regard  to  the  stamping  of  lost  instru- 
ments is  in  the  most  satisfactory  state  possible,  or  not.  It  is  said 
that  if  an  instrument  be  lost,  and  if  a  copy  of  it  can  be  produced, 
or  if  the  words  of  the  instrument  are  so  accurately  remembered 
that  they  can  be  set  down  in  writing,  the  copy  in  writing  can  be 
taken  to  the  Stamp  Office,  and  on  the  payment  of  the  proper  pen- 
alty it  may  be  stamped.  But  if  there  is  no  copy,  and  the  words 
cannot  be  set  down  in  writing,  no  penalty  can  be  received 
[*G31]  *and  no  stamp  affixed.  I  repeat,  assuming  that  to  be  so, 
it  is  not  for  your  Lordships  now  to  consider  whether  that 
state  of  the  law  should  be  amended.  It  is  for  this  House,  at  this 
time,  simply  to  administer  the  law. 

My  Lords,  the  law  with  regard  to  the  presunqition  to  be  made 
as  to  the  stamping  of  lost  instruments  ap{)ears  to  me  to  be  stated 
correctly  in  a  sentence  in  the  l)ook  of  Mr.  Taylor  on  Evidence,  in 
which  ail   the  authorities  wiii(;h  have  been  referred  to  to-day  are 

'  The  ai)])(!;U  hcing  from  a  decision  of  tlie  Loui>  Chancellor,  Lord  Cairns  first 
addros.sed  tlie  House. 
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collected.  Mr.  Taylor  say.s  ("On  Evidence,"  4tli  ed.  p.  l.")')): 
"  If  sec(jndary  evidence  is  tendered  to  prove  the  contents  of  an 
instrument  which  i.s  either  lost,  or  retained  l)y  the  opposite  party 
after  notice  to  produce  it,  the  Court  will  presume  that  the  ori«^inal 
was  duly  stamped  unless  some  eviilence  to  the  contrary  be  given." 
Tlie  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  at  the  Bar  are  here  collected 
in  a  foot-note.  They  are  Hart  v.  Hart,  1  Hare,  1 ;  Crowther  v. 
Solomons,  6  C.  B.  758;  Poolc]]  v.  Goothvin,  4  Ad.  &  PI  94:  Ro:  v. 
Lon'i  Buclcby,  7  East,  45,  (8  K.  R.  595) ;  and  Closmadeuc  v.  Carrel, 
1 8  C.  B.  36. 

Now,  my  Lords,  I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  if  an  instrument  is 
lost,  and  if  there  should  be  no  evidence  given  respecting  it  on  one 
side  or  the  other,  the  presum[)tiou  which  ought  always  to  l)e  made, 
and  which  always  would  l)e  made  by  the  Court,  would  be  that 
tlie  instrument  was  properly  stamped.  Tliere  is  no  reason  for  the 
Court  to  adopt  any  other  conclusion,  and  tliat  is  the  conclusion 
that  would  be  adopted.  The  facts,  however,  of  this  case  are 
these :  —  The  letter  which  is  founded  upon  by  the  plaintiff  was 
<lated  the  24th  of  February,  1863,  It  was  w^ritten,  for  tliere  is 
no  doubt  there  was  such  a  letter,  and  it  was  handed  over  upon  the 
occasion  of  the  formation  of  a  partnership  as  to  the  shipbuilding 
premises  between  Mr.  Taylerson,  the  original  owner,  and  Mr. 
Cribb.  It  is  said  that  Mr.  Cribb  would  not  have  entered  into  the 
partnership  unless  that  letter  had  been  written  and  handed  over. 
Mr.  Cribb  continued  in  the  business  until  the  month  of  P'ebruary, 
1864.  As  to  what  passed  at  the  time  the  letter  was  written,  the 
evidence  of  Mr.  Dollman,  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Haviside,  wlio  gave 
the  letter,  is  this  ;  he  says  :  "  I  have  examined  the  books  of  my  late 
firm,  and  I  cannot  find  any  entry,  charge,  or  disbursement 
*  relating  to  the  stamping  of  any  such  undertaking  ;  and  I  [*  632] 
verily  believe  that  the  same  (if  given)  was  not  stamped  at 
the  time  it  was  delivered  to  the  said  Messrs.  Keighley  &  Gething 
as  aforesaid. "  But  Mr.  Gething,  who  was  the  solicitor  of  Mr. 
Cribb,  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  letter  was  written,  says 
what  is  still  stronger.  He  says  :  "  As  to  what  was  to  be  done  by 
Mr.  Haviside,  I  cannot  remember  anything  as  to  the  contents  of 
the  undertaking  which  I  handed  over  to  Mr.  Sutton.  I  am  sure 
that  it  was  not  stamped  while  in  my  possession.  "  I  do  not  pause 
to  consider  a  suggestion  that  was  made  that  that  might  mean  that 
no   stamp  was   put  on  it  during  the  time  it  was  in  the  witness's 
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possession,  whereas  it  might  have  heen  stamped  hefore  it  was  in 
his  possession.  The  witness  was  not  cross-examined  upon  that 
subject;  and  I  tliink  the  words  must  be  taken  according  to  their 
natural  meaning,  namely,  that  it  had  been  an  unstamped  docu- 
ment all  the  time  that  it  was  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Cribb,  and 
when  Mr.  Gething  handed  it  over  to  Mr.  Sutton.  It  remained  iu 
his  possession  during  the  whole  time  that  Mr.  Cribb  was  a  mem- 
ber of  this  partnership.  As  I  have  said,  the  letter  was  for  the 
benefit  of  Mr.  Cribb.  Mr.  Cribb  was  the  person  interested  in 
having  it  stamped;  and  yet  it  is  clearly  shown  in  evidence  that, 
during  all  that  period,  at  least,  Mr.  Cribb  did  not  have  the  letter 
stamped. 

Mr.  Cribb  retired  from  the  partnership  in  February,  1864 ;  and 
a  Mr.  Sutton  took  his  place,  and  became  from  tliat  time  Mr. 
Taylerson's  partner.  It  was,  of  course,  for  the  benefit  of  Mr. 
Sutton  tliat  this  letter,  if  it  wms  of  the  character  that  is  alleged, 
should  be  handed  over  to  him,  and  be  preserved  Ijy  him.  Mr. 
Gething  appears  to  have  been  not  only  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Cribb 
but  also  of  Mr  Sutton,  and  he  states  that  he  continued  to  be  the 
solicitor  of  Mr  Sutton  in  the  matter  of  this  particular  property 
(which  is  called  the  Ladyburn  property),  after  ]\Ir  Sutton  had 
become  a  partner  down  to  the  time  of  Mr.  Sutton's  death.  Mr. 
Gething  farther  states  that  the  letter  remained  in  his  possession 
for  some  montlis  after  tlie  new  partnersliip  between  Sutton  and 
Taylerson  was  formed,  and  that  then  he,  the  solicitor  of  Mr. 
Sutton,  handed  over  the  letter,  still  unstamped,  to  Mr  Sutton. 
And  Ml-.  Gething  does  not  suggest  tliat,  continuing,  as  he  did,  to 

V)e  the  solicitor  of  Mr.  Sutton  down  to  the  time  of  Mr. 
[*  633]    Sutton's  death,  *  he,  at  any  time,  knew  oi-  heard   of  the 

stamping  of  the  document.  When  the  document  was  lost 
we  dti  not  know.  It  may  have  been  lost  immediately  after  it 
was  handed  over  to  ISIy.  Sutton,  or  it  may  liavc  continued  in  Mr. 
Sutton's  possession  for  some  time  after,  and  have  been  lost  either 
before  c)r  after  the  time  of  liis  death.  As  to  that  there  is  no  evi- 
dence whatever  I'avthcr  than  tliat,  it  does  not  appear  that,  wliile 
in  the  possession  of  Mr  Sutton,  this  document  was  ever  in  any 
way  used  or  pioduced  or  acted  upon  by  Mr  Sutton. 

^Ir  Siiltou,  and  liis  partner  ]\Ir  Taylerson,  had  occasion  in  the 
month  of  June,  1864,  to  apply  to  the  l)anking  company,  now 
represented  by  the  appellants,  and   to  ask  for  a   loan  of   money. 
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They  obtaiiu'il  that  loan  of  iiKjiiey  n})on  a  depo.^^it  nf  the  title  deed.s 
of  the  Lntlyltuni  property.  They  appear  to  have  stated  to  tlie 
hanker.s  that  the  Ladybuni  i)roperty  was  uiiiiicuinbered,  excejjt  by 
an  earlier  mortgage,  which  was  paid  ott  on  the  occa.sion  of  the 
loan.  But  it  is  not  sugge.sted  that  the  bankers  ever  knew  of  the 
mortgage  or  mortgages  posse.ssed  by  Mr.  Haviside  over  the  Lady- 
burn  property ;  much  less  that  they  knew  that  any  letter  of  the 
kind  alleged  had  been  given  by  Mr.  Haviside  with  regard  to  this 
mortgage,  or  tliat  that  letter  was  in  any  way  produced  to  the 
bankers.  It  doe.s  not  appear,  therefore,  that  Mr.  Sutton  during 
liis  life  ever  used  or  produced  this  document. 

My  Lords,  in  that  .state  (tf  tilings  it  appears  to  me  that  it  be- 
comes a  question  of  evidence,  —  a  (question  of  the  just  and  fair 
inference  to  1)e  drawn  from  tlie  facts.  This  is  not  a  case  in  which, 
there  being  no  evidence  (in  either  side,  your  Lordships  would  pre- 
.sume,  according  to  the  well-known  rule  of  law,  that  the  instrument 
was  stamped.  It  is  a  case  in  which  evidence,  and  a  consideralile 
body  of  evidence,  is  produced  by  those  who  maintain  that  tlie 
instrument  was  unstamped  —  and  tlie  (juestion  is  whether  that 
body  of  evidence  so  produced  is  rebutted  by  those  who  claini 
under  the  instrument,  and  is  displaced  as  regards  the  (juestion  of 
fact.  [His  Lordship  went  through  the  evidence  on  this  point  very 
fully.]  In  this  case  there  was  no  evidence,  as  in  one  of  the  case.s 
cited  in  argument,  CI  asm  a  (hue  v.  Carrel,  18  C.  B.  36,  to  show  an 
attempt  to  get  the  letter  stamped.  But  unless  it  be  the 
law  tliat  after  a  *  party  has  proved  that  an  instrument  was  [*  6.34] 
inistam]i('d  on  its  execution,  ami  continued  unstam[ied  for 
a  considerable  time  after  its  execution  —  unless,  I  say,  it  be  the 
law  that  in  such  a  case  the  mere  possibility  that  it  might  have 
been  stamped  at  a  subsequent  period,  is,  without  more,  sutlicient, 
it  seems  to  me  your  Lordships  should  hold  that  in  this  case  there 
is  evidence  demonstrating  that,  down  to  tlie  time  to  which  I  have 
referred,  the  instrument  was  unstamped  :  and  tliere  being  no  evi- 
dence to  lead  us  to  believe  that  it  was  stamped  at  any  time  subse- 
quently, the  just  conclusion  is,  and  must  be,  that  it  continued  to 
be,  as  it  was  at  the  lieginning,  an  instrument  unstamped. 

My  Lords,  it  is  always  in  some  sense  a  disagreeable,  and  some- 
times an  invidious,  thing  to  hold  that  a  case  should  fail  for  want 
of  a  stamp  being  affixed  to  an  instrument;  and  there  are  cases  in 
which  such  a  result,  arising  from  accident,  must  be  regarded  witli 
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painful  regret.  Tn  this  case  it  does  so  happen,  that  if  there  is  a 
failure  in  the  relief  to  which  the  appellants  would  otherwise  be 
entitled,  they  have  no  one  but  themselves  to  blame  for  it.  If  the 
bankers,  at  the  time  they  were  applied  to  in  1864  for  that  loan  of 
money,  had  done  what  bankers  reasonably  should  have  done,  if 
they  had  made  due  inquiry  with  reference  to  this  property  situate 
in  Scotland,  subject  to  Scotch  law,  and  governed  by  the  principles 
of  Scotch  registration,  they  would  have  found  upon  the  register 
the  mortgage  of  Haviside,  and  the  finding  of  that  mortgage  upon 
the  register  would  immediately  have  led  them  to  apply  to  Mr. 
Sutton  and  his  partner  for  explanation.  Tlie  whole  matter  was 
then  fresh.  If  the  view  of  the  ai)pellants  as  to  the  contents  of 
this  instrument  is  correct,  the  instrument  would  then  have  been 
produced,  and  its  production  would  have  led  to  the  release  of  these 
mortgages.  The  bankers  did  not  take  that  step,  and  the  result 
has  been,  that  when  the  difficulty  arose,  the  instrument  was  lost, 
and  no  stamp  could  be  affixed  to  it. 

My  Lords,  under  these  circumstances,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
first  objection  which  is  made  to  this  instrument  is  a  fatal  one,  and 
that  it  is  altogether  unnecessary  to  consider  the  other  question.  I 
submit  to  your  Ijoidships,  for  the  reasons  I  have  stated,  that 
this  ap])eal  should  be  dismissed  ;  and  I  see  no  reason  for  advising 
your  Lordships  otherwise  than  that  it  should  be  dismissed  with 

costs. 
[*  Goo]        *  Lord  CdLONSAY  concurred. 

The  LoKD  Chancellor  (Lord  Hatiikklky)  :  — 

]Vry  r.ords,  I  entertain  the  same  view  whicli  has  been  already  so 
clearly  and  fully  expressed  by  my  noble  and  learned  friend  who 
has  advised  your  Lordships  upon  this  case.  The  way  in  which 
this  dilliculty  has  occurred  is  one  in  whicli  it  often  does  occur, 
that  the  mattei'  was  not  supposed  to  be  of  iiuportancc.  This  is  a 
case  in  whicli,  of  all  others,  we  should  most  strongly  have  pre- 
sumed that  the  document  would  have  been  stam])ed,  if  there  had 
not  been  evidence  to  the  contraiT  ;  it  must  ))e  simply  tlirough  the 
neglect  of  the  jiarties  that  the  stanqiing  was  omitted  to  l)e  done. 
There  is,  however,  evidence  tliat  it  was  not  stamju'd  for  a  long 
yieiiod —  iu  facti,  u))  to  the  time  when  it  is  tvaci'd  to  the  custody 
of  Mr.  Sutton,  iu  whose  Iiaiids  it  was  placed:  after  that  we  know 
nothing  nion;  of  it.  It  ainiems  llml  the  same  gentleman  who 
acteil  as  solicitor  to  the  peisun  w  ho  v,  ■eived  tlie  document,  con- 
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tinued  so  to  act  for  some  years;  and  if  it  had  Iteeu  stamped,  would 
most  likely  have  had  knowledge  of  the  fact.  I  think  the  authori- 
ties go  to  this  extent,  that  when  once  you  have  proved  the  absence 
or  loss  of  the  stamp  the  onus  is  shifted,  and  the  question  must  he 
left  to  the  jury  upon  the  evidence  that  is  produced.  And  if  no 
evidence  is  produced,  then,  whatever  the  consequences  may  be, 
you  are  obliged  to  retain  the  conviction  that  the  document  was 
unstamped.  And  in  this  case,  there  being  no  evidence  whatever 
of  the  document  being  stamped,  there  is  nothing  to  lead  us  to  the 
inference  that  it  was  ever  stamped.  I  entirely  agree  witli  tiie 
motion  of  my  noble  and  learned  friend. 

Order  appealed  from  ajfirnied,  and  appeal  dis/aisscd  icUh  custs. 
Lords'  Journals,  6th  June,  1872. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

Tlie  earlitr  autlioritios  for  the  statement  tliat  a  lost  document 
will  be  presumed  to  have  been  pro[»crly  stam[»ed  appear  sufficiently 
from  the  arguments  and  judLrments  in  Marine  Invest  in  eiU  Co.  v. 
Hitvlsidc,  Xo.  30,  supra.  The  presumption  is  also  made  against  a 
])arty  wlio  refuses  to  produce  a  document  on  notice.  Crisp  v.  Anderson 
(1815),  1  Starkie,  35,  18  R.  E.  744. 

On  the  point  that  where  it  ajjpears  tliat  tlie  original  was  unstamped 
the  presumption  will  be  gone  and  secondary  evidence  inadmissible, 
reference  may  also  be  made  to  Blair  v.  Ormond  (1847),  1  De  Cr. 
&  S.  428;  Smith  v.  Yorke  (1859),  21  L.  J.  Q.  B.  53;  Arhon  v. 
Fussdl  (1862),  7  L.  T.  283,  11  W.  E.  2(5.  See  also  IMan,/  v.  Ah-orl: 
(1855),  4  El.  &  Bl.  G60,  24  L.  J.  Q.  B.  (38. 

Where  the  original  is  proved  or  presumed  to  be  stamped  It  is 
unnecessar\-  that  the  copy  also  be  .stamped.  BraijtJncaite  v.  IIit<l,- 
eock  (1842),  10  :\L  &  \V.  494,  2  D.  (X.  8.)  444. 

Where  a  plaintiff  lost  his  part  of  an  agreement  after  ir  had  been 
duly  stamped,  at  the  trial  of  an  action  on  the  agreement,  the  de- 
fendant upon  notice  produced  his  part  nnstamj)ed  and  the  plaintiff 
the  draft  of  the  agreement,  it  was  held  that  tlie  defendant's  part, 
unstamped,  might  be  received.  Mann  v.  (indhold  (1825),  3  Bing. 
292,  11  Moore.  49,  2  C.  &  F.  97. 

It  Has  been  held  that  a  party  who  executes  a  counterpart  of  a  deed 
is  estopped  from  denying  that  the  original  was  properly  stamped. 
Paul  V.  Meek  (1828).  2  Y.  &  J.  116,  at  p.  119. 

An  objection  to  the  admissibility  of  a  document  for  want  of  a 
stamp  should  be  taken  at  the  time  it  is  tendered  in  evidence.  Rnbin- 
$071  V.  Lord  Vernoji  (1859),  7  C  B.  (X.  S.)  235,  29  L.  J.  C.  P.  310. 
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AMERICAN   NOTES. 

This  doctrine  has  little  place  in  our  jurisprudence.  The  second  principal 
case  is  cited  with  approval  by  Lawson  on  I'resuniptive  Evidence,  p.  8o,  and 
the  doctrine  is  found  in  Thayer  v.  Barney^  12  JVIiunesota,  513,  citing  Closma- 
ileuc  V.  Carrel,  8(3  Kng.  C.  L.  30. 


No.  31.  — DOE   I..    GILBERT   v.   EOSS. 
(EX.  1840.) 

Xo.  32.  —  BIK  )WX   r.    BROWK 

(K.  B.  1858.) 

RULE. 

There  are  no  degrees  of  secondary  evidence,  but  wliere 
a  party  is  entitled  to  give  secondar}^  evidence  at  all,  he 
may  give  any  species  of  secondary  evidence  in  his  power. 

Parol  evidence  of  the  contents  may  be  given  as  well  of 
a  lost  will  as  of  any  other  lost  instrument. 

Doe  d.  Gilbert  v.  Ross. 

7  Meesoii  &  Welsliv,  l()2-l-_'5. 

EridemT.  — •  Secori<l(ir;/  eridriice.  —  J'J.raiiiiiiril  rapii  of  record. 

[102]  Wlioro  a  doeil  is  in  tbo  liands  of  an  attorney,  who  holds  it  not  incn'ly 
as  attorney,  but  as  a  secnrity  for  money  o\viii<>-  to  liiin  from  his  client, 
and  the  attorney,  beinij  called  on  a  siibpa'Ud  ilnccs  tecum,  refuses  to  ))ro(liicc 
the  deed  on  tlie  ground  of  his  own  lien,  the  party  caUini;  fur  the  production  of 
the  deed  is  entitled  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents. 

There  are  no  degrees  of  secondary  evidence:  but  whei-e  a  party  is  entitled  to 
give  secondary  evidence  at  all,  he  may  uive  any  species  of  secondary  evidence 
within  his  power. 

Where,  on  a  former  trial  of  tlu'  title  to  the  same  ]iro|ierty,  on  an  ejectment 
by  the  same  lessors  of  the  plainliif  against  a  dill'ereiit  defendant,  a  deed  was 
i,riv<Mi  in  evidence  on  the  part  oj'  the  defendant,  and  the  limitations  in  it  wen' 
stated  in  Court  by  the  d<!fendant's  counsel  :  —  Held,  that  a  copy  of  the  short- 
liand  notes  of  that  statement  was  not  receivable  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
same  lessors  of  the  plaintiflf,  in  a  second  ('jectment  airainst  another  party. 

Quferc,  whether  such  evidence  would  have  been  receivable,  if  the  parties  to 
the  action  had  been  the  same. 

Where,  in  ejectment,  evidence  was  received  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  wiiich 
wa.-.  inadmissible,  but  all  objecthms  and  exceptions  were  reserved  for  the  opiu- 


£.  C.  YOh.  XI.]        Si:CT.  IV.  —  SECONDAKV   EVIDENCP:.  473 

No.  31.  —Doe  d.  Gilbert  v.  Ross,  7  Mees.  &-  W.  102,  103. 

ion  of  the  Court  above,  by  the  consent  of  both  parties:  — Held,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  entith'd  to  a  new  trial  witliout  [taynient  of  costs,  on  the  ground  of 
the  reception  of  this  evidence,  if  the  legal  evidence  admitted  showed  the  title  to 
be  in  the  lessors  of  tlie  plaintiff;  as,  upon  such  a  reservation,  the  Court  are 
called  upon  to  decide  whether  the  lessors  of  the  ])laintift"  are  entitled  to  recover 
or  not. 

An  examined  copy  of  the  reccjrd  of  a  fine,  levied  witli  proclamations,  is  as 
good  evidence  of  the  Hue  as  the  chirograj)h  itself  certified  by  the  officer. 

A  tine  was  proved  to  have  been  levied  of  the  estate  in  question,  in  1790,  and 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  a  deed  of  conveyance  of  part  of  tiie 
property  in  1802,  by  the  conusor  of  the  fine  to  a  j)urchaser,  which  stated  that 
the  fine  was  levied  to  the  use  of  himself  in  fee.  This  deed  was  received  without 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  :  —  Held,  that  it  was  good  evidence  as  a 
declaration  of  the  uses  of  the  fine,  although  it  was  not  proved  that  the  defendant 
derived  title  under  the  conusor. 

By  a  will,  in  1789,  an  estate  was  devised  to  A.  G.  M.  for  life,  with  remainder 
as  he  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment,  remaiu'ler 
to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  with  remainders  over.  In  1790,  A.  G.  M.  levied  a  fine 
to  the  use  of  himself  in  fee,  and  afterwards  died  without  issue: — Held,  in  an 
e;jectment  by  the  lessors  of  the  plaintift",  claiming  as  heirs  at  law  of  A.  (i.  .M-. 
that  the  fine  created  a  discontinuance,  and  gave  a  tortious  fee  to  A.  (>.  M..  and 
that  liis  heir  at  law  was  consequently  entitled  to  recover  in  ejectment,  the  re- 
mainders over  being  divested,  and  the  rights  of  the  remaindermen  only  capable 
of  being  enforced  by  real  action. 

In  such  a  case  the  Fines  and  Recoveries  Act,  (3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c  74,  s.  38,) 
preserves  the  right  of  the  remaindermen  to  bring  a  formedon. 

Ejectment  by  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  who  claimed  as 
co-heiresses  at  law  of  Arthur  Gramer  Miller.  At  the  *  trial  [*  103] 
before  Lord  Dexmax,  C.  J.,  at  the  Warwickshire  Spring 
Assizes,  1840,  it  appeared  that,  in  1779,  the  father  of  A.  G. 
Miller  had  devised  the  property  to  A.  G.  Miller  for  life,  with 
remainder  as  he  shoitld  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  with  remainder, 
in  default  of  and  until  appointment,  to  the  heirs  of  his  b(jdy,  with 
remainders  over.  A.  G.  Miller  died  in  1832  without  issue,  and 
it  therefore  became  necessary  for  the  lessors  of  the  jdaintiff,  who 
claimed  as  his  collateral  heiiip,  to  prove  that  he  had  acquired  the 
fee-simple  of  the  property  before  the  time  of  his  death.  For  this 
purpose  they  sought  to  give  evidence  of  the  marriage  settlement  <>f 
A.  G.  Miller,  executed  by  him  in  1789,  after  his  father's  death, 
in  order  to  show  tliat  he  had  acquired  the  fee  by  exercising  the 
power  of  appointment.  This  settlement  was  in  the  possession  or 
Mr.  Baxter,  the  defendant's  attorney,  who  had  been  sitbpoenaed  to 
produce   it:  and   upon  his  examination,    he  stated    that   he    liail 
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received  it  from  a  Mr.  Weetman,  who  was  in  possession  of  another 
part  of  the  property,  and  against  whom  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
had  previously  brought  an  ejectment,  which  was  tried  at  the 
Summer  Assizes  of  1838,  before  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.  ,  and  in 
which  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  were  nonsuited.  Mr.  Baxter 
stated  that  he  claimed  a  lien  on  the  deeds  for  professional  business 
done  for  Mr.  Weetman,  and  he  declined  to  produce  it  on  this 
ground.  Mr.  Weetman  himself  was  in  Court,  but  was  not 
examined,  or  called  on  to  produce  the  deed. 

Upon  Mr.  Baxter's  refusal  to  produce  the  deed,  the  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff  proposed  to  give  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents. 
This  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  but  Lord 
Denman  ruled  that  such  evidence  was  admissible.  The  lessors  of 
the  plaintiff  then  tendered  in  evidence  a  copy  of  the  deed  ;  Init 
upon  examination  it  appeared  that  this  had  been  made  an  attested 
copy,  and  was  unstamped,  and  it  was  consequently  rejected.      It 

was  then  proposed  to  read,  as  secondary  evidence  of  the 
[*  104]    contents    of    *  the    deed,    a    shorthand    writer's    notes   of 

the  proceedings  of  the  trial  in  the  former  action,  when  the 
settlement  had  been  produced  and  proved  by  the  then  defendant 
Weetman.  This  evidence  was  objected  to,  but  Lord  Denman 
allowed  it  to  be  admitted,  and  the  shorthand  writer's  notes  were 
read  ;  but  it  ai)peared  from  them  that  the  deed  had  not  been  actu- 
ally read  l)y  the  officer  of  the  Court,  liut  that  its  contents  weie 
stated  by  the  defendant's  junior  counsel.  It  was  objected  that 
this  statement  could  not  be  received,  but  Lord  Denman  considered 
tliat  it  was  substantially  the  same  as  if  the  deed  had  been  read  by 
tlic  otlicei',  and  accordingly  the  note  of  this  statement  was  read, 
and  it  therc])y  appeared  that  A.  G.  Miller  had  exercised  the  appoint- 
ment in  favmirof  liiniself  and  his  heirs  in  fee,  subject  to  a  life  in- 
terest in  part  of  the  estate  to  his  wife,  wiio  died  before  him.  The 
lessors  of  the  ])laintiff  tlien  tendered,  as  furthei'  evidence  that  A.  C. 
Miller  was  seised  in  fee,  an  examined  co])y  of  the  rec^nd  of  a  ihw., 
with  proclamations,  levied  by  A.  (}.  Miller  in  1790.  This  was 
objected  to  by  tlie  defendant's  counsel,  who  contended  that  the 
chirogra])li  sliould  liave  l)een  produced,  l)ut  the  learned  Judge 
overruled  tlie  ol)jection,  and  the  examined  co]iy  was  received. 
The  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  also  proved  a  deed  of  conveyance,  sub- 
sequent to  the  fine,  from  A.  O.  Miller  to  a  ])urchaser  of  part  of 
tlu;  estate  in  question,  whirl)  recited  tlie  line  and  settlement,  and 
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stated  that  by  the  latter  the  uses  of  the  fine  had  been  declared  to 
A.  G.  Miller  in  fee.  This  deed  was  received  without  objection, 
and  tlie  case  then  went  to  the  jmy  upon  the  evidence  of  pedigree, 
and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  lessors  of  the  phiintitf. 

Adams,  Serjt. ,  in  Easter  Term  last,  moved  for  a  nonsuit  or  a 
new  trial,  on  several  grounds.  1st,  that  secondary  evidence  of 
the  settlement  was  altogether  iuadmissibk- ;  -!iidl\,  that  even  if 
secondary  evidence  was  receivable,  the  shorthantl  writer's 
notes  were  not  admissible  evidence ;  *  ordly,  that  at  all  [*  105] 
events  they  were  not  receivalde,  when  it  appeared  that  a 
copy  of  the  settlement  was  in  existence ;  4thly,  tliat  the  estate 
acquired  by  the  fine  terminated  with  the  estate  tail  of  A.  G. 
Miller;  and  othly,  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence.  The 
Court  granted  a  rule  on  all  the  points  except  the  third,  which  was 
disposed  of  on  the  application.  Adams,  8erjt. ,  urged  in  support 
of  tliis  point,  that,  assuming  that  the  shorthand  writer's  notes 
might  have  been  evidence  if  no  better  evidence  had  been  in  exist- 
ence, it  appeared  here  that  better  evidence  did  exist,  viz.',  the 
attested  copy,  which  the  lessors  of  the  plaintitt'  miglit  have  pro- 
duced if  they  had  [)rocured  it  to  Ite  stiimped.  — The  slioithand 
writer's  notes,  at  best,  amount  to  nothing  more  than  mere  jtarol 
evidence.  In  ViUlers  v.  Villiers,  2  Atk.  71,  Lord  Hahdwicke 
says  :  —  "  The  rule  of  evidence  is,  that  the  l)est  evidence  that  the 
circumstances  allow  must  be  given.  If  an  original  deed  lie  lost, 
the  counterpart  may  be  read;  and  if  there  is  no  counterpart  forth- 
coming, then  a  copy  may  be  admitted;  and  if  there  .should  be  no 
copy,  there  may  be  parol  evidence  of  tlie  deed,  and  of  tlie  manner 
of  its  being  lost. "  This  is  an  authority  that  parol  evidence  is 
not  receivable  where  a  copy  exists ;  and  tlie  doctrine  of  this  case 
appears  to  be  admitted  in  Mvnn  v.  GodhoJd,  .'1  Bing.  292;  11  ]>. 
Moore,  49  (28  E.  Tt.  628).  In  Doc  d.  Bovbindson  v.  Wainirruiht, 
5  Ad.  &  Ell.  520  ;  1  Xev.  k  P.  8,  the  questi<tn  arose,  whether  an  ab- 
stract of  a  deed  of  feoffment,  which  deed  was  in  tlie  hands  of  the 
opposite  party,  wlio  refused  to  produce  it  on  notice,  was  admissible 
in  the  absence  of  an  examined  copy,  which  might  have  been  pro- 
duced. The  Court  decided  the  case  upon  another  ground,  but  seemed 
to  think  that  if  a  copy  had  been  proved  to  exist,  it  should  have  been 
produced.  [Parke,  B.  You  must  contend,  then,  that  there  is  to 
be  primary,  secondary,  and  tertiary  evidence.  If  an  attested  copy 
is  to  be  one  degree  of   secondary  evidence,  the  next  will   be  a 
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[*106]  copy  not  *  attested ;  and  then  an  abstract;  then  woiiLl 
come  an  inquiry,  whether  one  man  has  a  better  memory 
than  another,  and  we  should  never  know  where  to  stop.  Aldek- 
sox,  B.  In  I)oe  v.  Wainwrvjld,  the  Court  refused  to  decide  the 
question,  because  there  was  another  point  that  made  it  quite 
immaterial.]  In  Buller's  N.  P.,  p.  256,  the  same  rule  is  laid 
down  as  in  Villicrs  v.    VillierH. 

Lord  Abingee,  C.  B.  There  can  be  no  rule  upon  this  point. 
Upon  examination  of  the  cases,  and  upon  principle,  we  think 
there  are  no  degrees  of  secondary  evidence.  The  rule  is,  that  if 
you  cannot  produce  the  original,  you  may  give  parol  evidence  of 
its  contents.  If,  indeed,  the  party  giving  such  parol  evidence 
appears  to  have  better  secondary  evidence  in  his  power,  wdiich  he 
does  not  produce,  that  is  a  fact  to  go  to  the  jury,  from  which  they 
might  sometimes  presume  that  the  evidence  kept  back  would  be 
adverse  to  the  party  withholding  it.  But  the  law  makes  no  dis- 
tinction between  one  class  of  secondary  evidence  and  another.  In 
cases  where  the  contents  of  pul)lic  records  and  documents  are  to  be 
proved,  examined  copies  are  allowed  as  primary  evidence;  but  this 
is  upon  public  grounds;  for  in  these  cases,  the  law,  for  pu])lic 
convenience,  gives  credit  to  the  sworn  testimony  of  any  witness 
who  examines  the  entry,  and  produces  the  copy. 

B.VKKE,  B.  I  concur  entirely  in  refusing  the  rule  on  this 
ground.  There  can  be  no  doubt  tliat  an  attested  copy  is  more 
satisfactory,  and  therefore,  in  that  sense,  better  evidence  than 
mere  parol  testimony;  but  whether  it  excludes  pnrol  testimony, 
is  a  very  different  thing.  The  law  does  not  permit  a  man  to  give 
evidence  which  from  its  very  nature  shows  that  there  is  better 
evidence  within  his  reach,  whicli  lie  does  not  produce.  And 
tlierefore,  ])arol  evidence  of  tlie  contents  of  a  deed,  or  other  written 
instrument,  cannot  be  given,  without  ])rodueing  oraccount- 
[*  107]  ing  for  the  *  instrument  itself.  lUit  as  soou  as  you  have 
accounted  for  the  original  document,  you  may  then  give 
secondary  evidence  of  its  contents.  When  ]iarol  e\  idence  is  then 
tendered,  it  does  not  appear  from  th(^  nature  of  such  evidence,  that 
there  is  any  attested  copy,  or  l)ctter  species  of  secondary  evidence 
behind.  We  know  of  nothing  but  of  the  deed  which  is  accounted 
for,  and  therefore  the  parol  evidence  is  in  itself  unobjectionable. 
Does  it  then  become  inadmissible,  if  it  be  shown  fi'oni  other 
sources,   that  a    niore  satisfii''loi y  sjK'cies    of    secondary  evidence 
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exists?  I  think  it  does  not;  and  I  have  always  understood  the 
rule  to  be,  that  when  a  party  is  entitled  to  give  secondary  evi- 
dence at  all,  he  may  give  any  species  of  secondary  evidence  within 
his  power.  There  is  a  case  of  Brovyn  v.  iroodmaa,  6  Car.  &  V. 
206,  in  which  I  am  reported  tu  have  decided  this  point,  and  my 
ruling  was  not  afterwards  questioned. 

Aldersox,  B.  I  agree  with  my  l)ii)ther  I'arke,  that  the  oljjec- 
tion  must  arise  from  the  nature  of  the  evidence  itself.  If  you 
produce  a  copy,  which  shows  that  there  Avas  an  original,  or  if  you 
give  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  deed,  the  eviilence  itself 
discloses  the  existence  of  the  deed.  But  reveri^^e  the  case,  —  the 
existence  of  an  original  does  not  show  the  existence  of  any  copy ; 
nor  does  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  deed  show  the  exist- 
ence of  anything  except  the  deed  itself.  If  one  species  of  secondary 
evidence  is  to  exclude  another,  a  party  tendering  parol  evidence 
of  a  deed  must  account  for  all  the  secondary  evidence  that  has 
existed.  He  may  know  of  nothing  but  the  original,  and  the  other 
side,  at  the  trial,  may  defeat  him  by  showing  a  copy,  the  exist- 
ence of  which  he  had  no  means  of  ascertaining.  Fifty  copies  may 
1)e  in  existence  unknown  to  hini,  and  he  would  be  bound  to 
iiccount  for  them  all. 

GuKXEY,  B. ,  concurred. 

*In  Trinity  Term,  Goulburn,  Serjt.,  Humfrey,  and  G.  [*  108] 
Hayes,  showed  cause  against  the  rule.  First:  Parol  evi- 
dence of  the  settlement  was  receivable.  The  only  ditticulty  arises 
from  Weetman's  not  having  been  subpoenaed  or  called;  but  this 
was  unnecessary,  because  Mr.  Baxter  refused  to  produce  the  deed, 
not  on  account  of  his  client's  title,  but  on  account  of  a  lien  which 
he  himself  claimed  upon  the  deed.  Another  answer  to  this  objec- 
tion is,  that  it  was  not  taken  at  the  trial.  It  appeared  from 
Baxter's  own  evidence,  that  Weetman  was  in  Court;  and  if  any 
objection  had  been  made  on  his  account,  it  would  have  been 
immediately  answered  by  calling  Weetman.  Secondly  :  The  short- 
hand writer's  notes  were  good  secondary  evidence  of  the  settle- 
ment. It  appeared  frum  these  notes,  that  the  deed  was  produced 
and  given  in  evidence  at  the  former  trial,  and  it  then  became  the 
duty  of  the  officer  of  the  Court  to  read  it;  but  instead  of  this 
being  done,  the  material  parts  were  read  by  one  of  the  counsel  of 
the  party  producing  it.  This  course  was  adopted  for  the  more 
convenient  conduct  of  the  trial ;  and  it  must  be  taken  that  it  wns 
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substituted  for  the  reading  of  the  deed  by  the  officer  of  the  Court, 
by  the  consent  of  all  parties  :  it  was,  therefore,  tlie  same  thing  in 
substance  as  if  the  deed  had  been  read  in  the  regular  manner 
by  the  officer.  The  deed  itself  was  identified  by  a  witness  who 
formerly  had  it  in  his  possession,  and  who  saw  it  in  Court  and 
heard  it  read ;  and  it  must  be  presumed  that  it  was  read  con-ectly. 
The  material  parts,  showing  that  the  power  was  exercised  by 
appointing  to  A.  G.  Miller  in  fee,  appear  from  the  shorthand 
writer's  notes  and  the  notes  of  Lord  Denman  ;  and  this  was  good 
secondary  evidence  of  its  contents.  In  addition  to  the  shorthand 
writer's  notes,  the  fine  which  was  proved,  and  the  deed  of  convey- 
ance to  Johnson  in  1802,  furnish  good  secondary  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  the  settlement;  for  the  deed  of  1802  recites  both 
the  fine  and  the  settlement,  and  connects  them  together, 
[*  109]  *  and  shows  that  by  the  settlement  the  uses  of  the  fine  were 
declared  to  be  to  A.  G.  Miller  in  fee ;  and  by  this  convey- 
ance of  1802,  he  actually  disposes  of  part  of  the  fee  which  he  had  so 
acquired.  Now,  as  A.  G.  Miller  was  enabled,  by  his  father's  will, 
to  acquire  the  fee  by  exercising  the  power  of  appointment,  and  as 
the  conveyance  of  1802  shows  that  he  had  acquired  the  fee,  this 
conveyance  is  good  secondary  evidence  that  he  had  acquired  it  by 
exercising  the  power  of  appointment  in  the  settlement,  although  it 
did  not  in  terms  distinctly  show  that  the  power  was  exercised. 

But  assuming  that  there  was  no  sufficient  secondary  evidence  of 
the  settlement,  the  fine  alone  was  good  evidence  that  A.  G.  Miller 
was  seised  in  fee. 

By  the  will  of  his  father,  tlic  estate  was  devised  to  A.  G.  Miller 
for  life,  witli  a  power  of  appointment  over  the  fee,  and  a  limita- 
tion, in  default  of  and  until  any  appointment,  to  the  heirs  of  his 
body.  Under  these  limitations  it  is  clear  that  A.  G.  Miller  was 
tenant  in  tail ;  but  a  question  may  perhaps  be  raised,  whether  lie 
was  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  or  in  remainder;  for  if  he  was 
only  tenant  in  tail  in  remainder,  the  fine  would  not  operate  as  a 
discontinuance:  Com.  Dig.  Discontinuance  (C.  5).  In  Doc  d. 
Jiuioi  V.  JoKc^,  1  B.  &  C.  2:]8 ;  2  D.  &  R.  373,  there  was  a  devise 
to  a  party  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contin- 
gent remainders,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  tlie 
life  tenant,  with  remainders  over.  A  fine  had  been  levied  by  the 
devisee,  and  the  question  arose,  whether  tliis  worked  a  discontin- 
uance.    The  Court  held,  on  the  authority  of  Coulson  v.  Coulson, 


];.  C.  VOL.  XI.]       SECT.  IV.  —  SECONDARY    EVIDENCE.  479 

No.  31.  —  Doe  d.  Gilbert  v.  Ross,  7  Mees.  6t,  W.  109-111. 

2  Atk.  250,  that,  in  consequence  of  the  interposition  of  the  vested 
remainder  in  the  trustees,  the  first  devisee  was  only  tenant  in  tail 
in  remainder,  and  consequently  that  no  discojiti nuance 
took  place.  Here  there  is  no  intermediate  estate,  but  *a  [*  llOj 
mere  power,  which  may  or  may  not  be  exercised,  accom- 
panied by  an  express  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  the  l-»ody,  iKJt  only 
in  default  of  but  until  the  execution  df  the  power.  Tlie  effect  of 
this  is,  that,  until  the  execution  of  the  power,  the  two  estates 
unite,  and  the  devisee  becomes  tenant  in  tail  in  possessi(jn,  sub- 
ject to  the  estates  being  disunited  or  defeated  by  the  execution  of 
the  power.  A.  G.  Miller  being,  then,  tenant  in  tail  in  posses- 
sion, the  question  arises,  what  was  the  effect  of  the  fine  <  It  is 
clear  it  created  a  discontinuance:  Doe  d.  Cooper  v.  Finch,  4  B.  & 
Ad.  28.3.  In  that  case  the  question  was,  whether  the  limitation 
of  a  term  of  five  hundred  years,  prior  to  the  limitation  of  the  first 
estate  tail,  prevented  the  party  to  whom  such  estate  tail  was  given 
from  being  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  :  and  the  Court  held  that 
it  did  not,  and  that  his  fine  worked  a  discontinuance.  There  the 
tenant  in  tail  had  died  without  issue  and  devised  the  property; 
and  the  Court  held,  that  the  effect  of  the  fine  was  to  give  him  an 
estate  in  fee,  which  was  devisable,  and  passed  by  the  will,  and 
that  the  remainderman  had  no  estate,  but  a  mere  right  of  action. 
Then,  upon  the  same  principle,  the  fee  acquired  by  the  fine  is 
descendible  to  A.  G.  Miller's  heirs.  In  Doc  v.  Finch,  the  fee 
acquired  by  the  fiue  was  called  a  base  fee,  which  is  a  term  com- 
monly used  to  designate  fees  determinable  on  the  failure  of  issue 
inheritable  under  an  entail ;  but  whether  called  a  base  fee,  or  a 
wrongful  fee,  it  is  clear,  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  that  it 
did  not  terminate  on  the  failure  of  issue,  but  continued  to  exist  as 
a  fee  descendible  and  devisable  after  the  failure  of  issue. 

It  was  contended  here,  that  the  fine  only  passed  a  base  fee, 
which  terminated  ipso  facto  on  the  failure  of  issue,  and  that  the 
remaindermen  were  entitled.  [Pakkk,  B.  Tlie  remaindermen 
can  have  no  right  of  entry  :  all  their  rights  are  turned 
into  mere  rights  of  action  ;  and  as  *  some  one  must  have  a  [*  111] 
right  of  entry,  it  must  be  the  heir  of  the  person  who  had 
the  wrongful  fee.]  In  this  case,  therefore,  the  right  of  entry 
must  be  in  the  heirs  of  A.  G.  Miller,  who  levied  the  fine;  the 
remainders  being  discontinued  and  devested  by  the  fine,  cannot  be 
revested  except  by   formedon.      Doe  il    Odiarnc  v.    Uliitehead,  2 
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Burr.  704,  is  another  authority  on  the  subject  of  a  discontinuance 
arising  from  the  fine  of  a  tenant  in  tail  in  possession. 

With  regard  tathe  effect  of  a  discontinuance,  Littleton,  s.  597, 
shows  that  the  rights  of  entry  of  the  remaindermen  are  taken 
away  and  turned  into  mere  rights  @f  action ;  and  s.  620  clearly 
shows  that  a  fee  is  acquired  by  the  party  creating  the  discontinu- 
ance. In  these  passages,  a  discontinuance  by  feoffment  is  treated 
of,  but  a  fine  includes  a  feoffment.  By  some  writers  it  is  called 
a  feoffment  of  record,  by  others  an  acknowledgment  of  a  feoffment. 
All  agree  that  it  has  the  same  effect  as  a  feoffment  in  creating  a 
discontinuance,  and  this  is  shown  by  Doc  v.  Finch  and  Doe  v. 
Mliitclicad. 

If  it  be  considered  that  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  of  any 
declaration  of  use  of  the  fine  levied  by  A.  G.  Miller,  the  conse- 
quence will  be  that  the  use  will  result  to  the  conusor  of  the  fine. 
Armstrong  v.  Wolsey,  2  Wils.  19.  In  that  case  no  declaration  of 
use  was  shown,  and  the  Court  held  that  the  use  resulted  to  the 
conusor.  In  the  present  case,  therefore,  the  fine  is  evidence  of 
a  fee  in  A.  G.  Miller,  to  whom  the  use  resulted  if  none  was 
declared. 

But  a  point  may  be  raised  on  the  other  side,  as  to  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  use  that  results.  There  was  some  little  con- 
fusion formerly  on  that  subject  in  the  books,  in  many  of  whicli  it 
is  laid  down  tliat  tlie  old  use  results,  and  a  doubt  has  arisen  as  to 
the  meaning  of  this  term.  In  two  cases,  viz. ,  Argol  v.  Chincy, 
Latch,  82,  and  Waker  v.  Snoive,  Palm.  359,  it  was  decided 
[*  112]  *  that  where  a  recovery  was  suffered,  and  no  use  declared, 
the  use  that  resulted  was  an  estate  tail  onh',  that  being 
said  to  l)e  the  old  use.  The  effect  of  these  decisions  was  to  ren- 
der the  recovery  entirely  inoperative,  and  the  party  sulfering  it 
was  left  just  where  he  was  before  the  recovery  was  suffered.  In 
]  Cruis.  Dig.  378  (4th  ed. ),  the  inconvenient  effects  that  would 
have  followed  from  these  decisions,  if  adlicred  to,  are  pointed  out, 
and  it  is  clear  that  they  must  now  be  considered  as  overruled.^ 
In  Ni(/Jitiuf/(tJf.  v.  IJ<(fl  Ferrers,  o  P.  Wms.  207,  it  was  admitted 
on  all  hands  that  on  a  recovery  by  tenant  in  tail,  without  any 
declaration  of  use,  the  use  resulted  in  fee  and  not  in  tail,  and  tliat 
was  so  laid  down  several  limes  afterwards  ])y  Lord  IIaudwickk 
(1  Atk.  9  ;  3  Atk.  313).      In  a  very  recent  case,  Tanner  v.  PMdface^ 

1  Sec  Sanders  on  U.ses,  102,  (4tli  cd.\. 
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6  Sim.  21,  this  ([uestion  wns  ngaiu  rai.sod  ;  and  the  \'I(,'K-(,'hax- 
CELLOK  liold  it  to  be  cloar,  that  the  efi'ect  of  a  recovery  suHered  by 
tenant  in  tail,  without  any  declaration  of  use,  is  to  enlarge  the 
estate  tail  into  a  fee.  There  appears  to  be  no  express  authority 
with  respect  to  a  tine,  but  the  same  principle  must  apply  to  both. 
The  effect  of  the  tine  is  to  create  a  di.-^contiuuance,  and  to  chan^^'e 
an  estate  tail  into  a  wrongful  fee ;  and  if  the  use  of  the  fee  does 
not  result  to  the  conusor  of  the  fine,  in  whom  can  it  be  ?  The  use 
cannot  result  in  tail,  because  the  estate  tail  is  discontinued ;  nor 
can  any  use  result  to  the  remaindermen,  for  their  estates  are 
devested,  and  turned  into  mere  rights.  If  the  use  had  been 
declared  by  the  conusor  of  the  fine,  it  would  clearly  have  passed 
according  to  such  declaration;  this  is  shown  by  Doe  v.  Finch,  and 
Doc  V.  Whitehead  ;  but  it  cannot  be  argued  that  the  legal  effect  of 
the  fine  will  vary,  according  as  there  is  or  is  not  a  declaration  of 
the  use  by  the  tenant  in  tail.  A  party  may  declare  the  uses  of  a 
fine  after  the  fine  has  been  levied;  but  what  becomes 
*  of  the  use  in  the  interval  l)etween  the  fine  and  the  decla-  [*  113] 
ration  ?  In  ordinary  cases  it  results,  during  the  interval, 
to  the  conusor;  but  if,  in  the  case  of  a  tenant  in  tail,  nothing 
result  but  an  estate  tail,  how  can  he  afterwards  declare  the  use  of 
the  fee  ?  A  party  cannot  declare  a  use  which  he  has  not  got  to 
declare.  No  distinction  can  therefore  exist,  whether  the  use 
results  or  is  declared.  The  whole  fee  passes  by  the  fine,  and 
must  belong  either  to  the  conusor  or  the  conusee.  And  as,  in  the 
absence  of  a  declaration,  nothing  goes  to  the  connsee,  the  whole 
must  result  to  the  conusor.  In  the  present  case,  therefore,  secon- 
dary evidence  of  the  settlement  may  be  entirely  dispensed  with, 
as  the  fine  alone  is  sufficient  proof  that  A.  G.  Miller  was  seized 
in  fee.  [Parke,  B.  How^  is  this  question  affected  by  the  late 
Stat.  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  27,  which  abolishes  real  actions,  and  sub- 
stitutes an  ejectment?  If  a  remainderman,  whose  estate  has  Iteen 
discontinued,  be  entitled  to  bring  ejectment  instead  of  formedon, 
can  the  right  to  bring  ejectment  be  in  two  parties  at  the  same 
time  ?]  The  question  is  not  affected  by  that  statute.  By  section 
39,  rights  of  entry  are  not  to  be  defeated  by  discontinuances  maile 
after  December  31st,  1833;  but  by  section  3<S,  the  right  to  bring 
real  actions,  in  respect  of  previous  discontinuances,  is  preserved  ; 
and  formedon  would  therefore  be  the  only  remedy  to  revest  the 
estate. 
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Adams,  Serjt,  M.  D.  Hill,  Sir  W.  AV.  Follett,  and  W.  T.  S. 
Daniel,  contra,  were  first  heard  on  the  evidence,  as  to  the  facts 
of  the  case,  on  which  the  Court  intimated  an  opinion  that  there 
ought  to  he  a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs.  They  then  addressed 
themselves  to  the  objections  in  point  of  law.  The  defendant  is 
entitled  to  a  nonsuit,  or  at  all  events  to  a  new  trial  without  pay- 
ment of  costs,  on  several  grounds.  First,  there  was  not  sutticient 
evidence  given  at  the  trial  of  the  settlement  of  1789,  inasmuch  as 
parol  evidence  of  its  contents  was  not  admissible  under 
[*  114]  the  circumstances  *  of  the  case.  No  doubt,  if  a  deed  be 
lost  or  mislaid,  and  it  cannot  be  produced,  secondary  evi- 
dence may  be  given  of  its  contents.  [Pakke,  B.  If  a  party  does 
all  in  his  power  to  produce  the  deed,  but  is  not  able  to  procure  its 
production,  is  not  that  enough  ?  Then  is  it  not  enough  to  subpoena 
the  attorney,  duces  tecum,  to  produce  it  ?  Marston  v.  Downes, 
1  Ad.  &  Ell.  31 ;  4  Nev.  &  Man.  861,  appears  to  have  settled  that 
it  is.]  At  all  events,  no  secondary  evidence  was  given  of  that 
deed,  v/liich  was  receivable  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  limita- 
tions contained  in  it,  or  that  the  power  of  appointment  was  exe- 
cuted by  it.  The  limitations  in  the  deed  were  not  read  at  this 
trial,  but  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff'  sought  to  give  in  evidence  a 
copy  of  the  shorthand  writer's  notes  of  the  reading  of  the  limita- 
tions in  the  deed  by  Mr.  Daniel,  the  junior  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant, on  a  former  trial  respecting  tlie  right  to  other  property  held 
under  the  same  title;  and  the  learned  Judge  held  it  to  be  admis- 
sible. But  that  was  a  trial  of  a  cause  ])etween  different  parties, 
entirely  uncoimected  with  the  parties  to  tliis  action.  If  the  les- 
sors of  the  ])laintill'  desired  to  prove  that  these  notes  were  a  correct 
CD])V  of  the  limitations  in  the  deed,  they  should  have  called  the 
officer  of  tlie  Court  to  prove  that  fact.  But  taking  it  that  Mr. 
Daniel  read  tlu^  deed  as  and  for  the  officer  of  the  Court,  it  would 
not  be  binding  upon  third  parties.  [Pauke,  B  Tlie  statement 
of  the  officer  of  the  Court  would  not  ])e  evidence,  unless  it  was  a 
cause  Ijctween  the  same  parties.]  The  i)resent  defendant  was  not 
a  party  to  the  former  action. 

Next,  with  respect  to  the  fine.      The  first  oljjection  is,  that  there 

was  not  pro]»er  evidence  of  it.      The  evidence  produced  was  a  copy 

of  (lie  chii-ogrMph,  and  an  examined  copy  of   tlie   })roclamations. 

It  is  admitt(Ml  that  an  examined  copy  of  the  proclamations 

[*lir»]    would  be  evidence  of  the  proclamations;  *  but  it  is  not 
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evidence  of  the  fine.  To  prove  the  fine,  the  chirograph  shouhl 
be  produced.  The  usual  mode  is,  to  jaoihice  the  cliirograph,  an<l 
prove  an  examined  co])y  of  the  proclamations.  The  former  is  tlie 
only  jiroper  evidence  of  tlie  fine;  and  this  evidence  was  therefore 
improperly  received. 

Then  as  to  tlie  effect  of  the  fine.  The  parties  to  it  were  John 
Mitchell  and  James  Chartres,  plaintiffs,  and  Arthur  Gramer  ^lillcr 
deforciant ;  and  there  being  nothing  to  show  that  A.  G.  Miller 
had  executed  the  power  of  appointment,  and  ac(piired  tlie  fee  by 
that  means,  it  was  sought  to  prove,  that,  as  this  fine  worked  a 
discontinuance,  there  had  been  an  express  declaration  of  the  use 
to  A.  G.  ^filler  in  fee.  For  which  j)urpose  the  deed  of  1802  from 
A.  G.  Miller  to  Johnson,  conveying  property  held  under  the  same 
title,  reciting  both  the  fine  and  the  settlement,  was  put  in  evi- 
dence, and  it  was  said  that  this  was  good  secondary  evidence  of 
the  contents  of  the  settlement,  and  connected  the  fine  and  settle- 
ment together,  and  showed  that  by  the  settlement  the  uses  of  the 
fine  were  declared  to  A.  (}.  Miller  in  fee.  But  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  the  custody  from  which  this  deed  was  produced,  and  it 
was  therefore  not  receivable  in  evidence ;  and  further,  the  defend- 
ant was  no  party  to  it,  nor  claimed  under  it,  but  was  a  perfect 
stranger.  Again,  even  though  the  evidence  of  the  fine  should  be 
held  sufficient,  there  was  no  legal  evidence  of  any  declaration  of 
uses  at  all;  nor  anything  to  show  that  A.  (J.  ]\Iiller  had  accjuiivd 
the  fee  l)y  an  exercise  of  the  power  of  appointment.  But  then  it 
is  said  that  there  would  be  a  resulting  use  in  favour  of  A.  G.  Miller, 
and  a  fee  created  l)y  wrong,  liable  only  to  be  defeated  by  the 
remainderman  bringing  a  real  action.  But  there  is  no  authority 
to  show,  that  where  there  is  an  estate  tail,  with  remainders  over, 
and  a  fine  levied,  but  no  deed  to  declare  the  uses,  the  tenant  in 
tail  takes  back  any  larger  estate  than  he  had  Ijefore.  The 
distinction  is  between  *  the  effect  of  a  fine  and  that  of  a  [*  IKi] 
recovery  —  a  fine  does  not  destrov  the  remainders,  though 
it  may  displace  them.  The  effect  of  a  recovery  is  to  give  to  the 
recoveror  a  rightful  fee-simple  —  not  a  wrongful  fee,  subject  to  be 
defeated,  as  in  the  case  of  a  fine.  Then,  as  by  the  recovery  the 
remainders  over  are  wholly  destroyed,  it  is  held,  that  as  there  is 
no  deed  to  lead  the  uses,  the  use  results  to  the  recoveror  in  fee. 
But  in  the  case  of  a  fine,  no  rightful  estate  in  fee  is  created,  and 
therefore  the  use  results  according  to  the  old  estate.      [Paiike,  B. 
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Ill  whom  would  the  use  be  ?]  In  the  partie.s  entitled  under  the 
old  uses.  The  doctrine  of  resulting  uses  is  fully  stated  in  Cruise's 
Digest,  where  it  is  said  (Vol.  I.,  p.  o70,  .s.  1!)):^ — "Before  the 
Statute  of  Uses,  if  a  person  had  conveyed  his  lands  to  another, 
without  any  consideration,  or  declaration  of  the  uses  of  such  con- 
veyance, he  became  entitled  to  the  use  or  pernancy  of  the  profits 
of  the  land  thus  conveyed.  This  doctrine  was  not  altered  by  that 
statute;  and  therefore  it  became  an  established  principle,  that 
where  the  legal  seisin  and  possession  of  lands  is  transferred  by 
any  common  law  conveyance  or  assurance,  and  no  u.se  is  expressly 
declared,  nor  any  consideration  or  evidence  of  intent,  to  direct  the 
use,  such  use  shall  result  back  to  the  owner  of  the  estate. "  In 
the  case  of  a  recovery  suffered,  the  riglitful  fee-simple  is  vested  in 
the  recoveror  —  not  a  mere  right  lial)le  to  be  defeated  by  action, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  fine.  It  is  also  said  in  the  same  work  (Vol.  I., 
p.  373,  s.  31)  :  —  "It  was  determined  in  a  modern  case  "  (alluding 
to  Roe  V.  Pophani,  Douglas,  25),  "  where  a  fine  was  levied  by  a 
tenant  for  life,  together  with  the  remainderman  in  tail  and  the 
reversioner  in  fee,  and  a  declaration  of  uses  was  executed  by  the 
tenant  for  life  and  the  remainderman  in  tail  only,  that  the  use  of 

the  reversion  in  fee  resulted  to  the  reversioner. "     It  was 
[*  117]    formerly  held,  that  in  the  case  even  of  a  *  recovery,  the 

assurance  enured  to  the  old  uses.  "When  a  tenant  in 
tail  suffered  a  common  recovery  of  his  estate,  by  which  it  was 
converted  into  a  fee-simple,  without  declaring  any  uses  thereof, 
it  has  been  doubted  whether  the  use  which  resulted  to  him  be  in 
fee  tail  or  fee-simple.  The  language  of  the  old  books  is,  that 
where  there  is  feoffment,  tine,  or  recovery,  without  consideration 
or  declaration  of  uses,  these  assurances  shall  enure  to  the  old 
uses. "  Cruis.  Dig. ,  Vol.  I. ,  p.  37<S,  s.  55.  The  contrary  was 
indeed  admitted  and  established  in  tlie  case  of  Nightingale  v. 
Earl  Ferrers,  3  P.  Wms.  207,  with  respect  to  a  recovery,  and  has 
since  been  confirmed  ])y  the  modern  authoi'ities,  as  stated  in 
Cruise's  Digest,  Vol.  T. ,  ]).  379,  s.  60.  The  author  there  quotes 
the  woi'ds  of  Lord  Haiidwickk,  —"A  common  recovery  will  bar 
the  entail,  tliough  there  is  no  deed  to  lead  tlie  uses ;  be(!ause  it  Ik 
in  respect  of  tlie  satisfaction  of  estate  in  value,  which  creates  the 
bar;"  and  also  of  Lkk,  C.  J.,  wlio  said,  "  It  is  tlie  use  (;f  the  fee- 
sim])le  tliat  ])as.ses  t;>  the  recoveror  fi'om  tenant  in  tail,  and  whic:) 
results  to  hi;n  and  his  heirs  if  no  use  is  declared."     That  is  with. 
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respect  to  a  recovery.  Then,  witli  respect  tu  a  fine,  Mr.  Cruise 
goes  on  to  observe  :  —  "  It  follows  from  the  above  principles,  that 
where  a  tenant  in  tail  levied  a  line  without  any  declaration  of  uses, 
lie  ac(|uired  a  base  fee  descendible  to  his  heirs,  as  long  as  he  had 
heirs  of  his  body ;  and  in  the  case  of  Roe  v.  Popham,  it  must  be 
presumed  that  the  Court  reasoned  in  that  manner;  for,  upon  the 
death  of  the  tenant  in  tail  without  issue,  the  person  who  had  the 
reversion  in  fee  was  held  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  estate. " 
[Paiike,  B.  The  question  is,  whether  that  is  a  base  fee,  in  the 
strict  sense  of  the  word.  It  is  not  determinable  on  failure  of  issue 
simply,  but  on  failure  of  issue  and  of  the  remaindermen  bring- 
ing their  action  of  formedon.  The  resulting  use  must  go 
where  the  legal  estate  *  goes.]  The  only  effect  of  a  fine  is  [*  118] 
to  create  a  discontinuance  of  the  remainders  over,  leaving 
the  remaindermen  to  their  action.  With  respect  to  the  authorities 
which  have  been  cited,  the  case  of  Armstrong  v.  Wolscy,  2  Wils. 
19,  is  the  only  one  which  relates  to  a  fine,  and  it  was  there  held, 
that  a  fine  levied  without  any  consideration  or  uses  declared,  shall 
enure  to  the  old  use,  in  whomsoever  it  was.  That  is  no  authority 
for  the  plaintiff,  but  the  contrary.  All  the  other  cases  cited  were 
cases  of  recoveries,  which  are  distinguishable  on  the  grounds 
already  stated.  [Parke,  B.  The  conusee  gives  no  consideration, 
and  takes  no  use.  The  question  is,  whether  the  use  does  not 
result  to  the  conusor,  until  a  real  action  is  brought  by  the 
remainderman.  The  estate  tail  becomes  a  fee  by  the  levying  of 
the  fine,  and  a  new  estate  results  to  the  conusor.  Is  not  that 
analogous  to  the  case  of  a  recovery ;  the  conusor  is  in,  not  accord- 
ing to  the  old  estate,  but  of  an  estate  as  altered  svh  niodo  by  the 
fine  ?]  In  the  one  case  there  is  a  rightful  modification  of  the 
estate ;  in  the  other  there  is  a  fee  created  Ijy  wrong.  Where  it  is 
a  rightful  fee,  it  is  easy  to  understand  tliat  the  Courts  should  say 
the  use  resulted  ;  but  not  where  there  is  a  wrongful  fee  —  no  right- 
ful estate  at  all.  [Rolfe,  B.  Has  the  party  not  the  same  right- 
ful estate,  until  a  real  action  is  brought,  in  the  one  case  as  tlie 
other  ?]  The  effect  of  the  fine  is  merely  to  l)ar  the  estate  tail.  In 
Sanders  on  Uses,  p.  102,  there  is  the  following  passage,  wliich 
follows  the  one  already  quoted  on  the  other  side  :  —  "  Where  A.  is 
tenant  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B.  in  tail,  with  remainder  to 
A.  in  fee,  and  A.  and  B.  levy  a  fine  without  declaring  the  uses  of 
it;  it  should  seem  that  the  use  would  result  to  A.  for  life,  with 
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remainder  to  B.  and  liis  heirs  so  long  as  he  shall  have  issue,  and 
in  default  of  his  issue  to  A.  and  his  heirs.      But  I  am  not  aware 

that  the  point  has  been  determined. "  Undoubtedly,  it 
[*  119]    must  be  *  admitted  that  there  both  A.  and  B.  were  parties 

to  the  fine.  In  Martin  v.  Stracltan,  .5  T.  E.  107,  n. ,  Bee, 
C.  J.,  says,  "A  fine  operates  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  estate 
tail,  and  passes  a  base  or  a  qualified  fee ;  but  a  common  recovery 
does  not  operate  in  that  manner;  for  a  common  recovery  passes 
not  a  base  fee,  but  a  full,  absolute,  unlimited,  and  rightful  fee, 
and  is  to  be  considered  as  the  proper  conveyance  of  a  tenant  in 
tail,  and  passes  the  fee  in  the  same  manner  as  the  fee  is  passed 
by  a  feoffment  of  tenant  in  fee. "  There  is  no  direct  decision  in 
point;  but  it  will  be  for  the  Court  to  determine  whether,  there 
being  no  declaration  of  uses,  the  fine  gives  the  conusor,  not  an 
estate  according  to  the  old  uses,  Init  a  new  estate  in  fee.  If  the 
fine  did  not  operate  to  vest  an  estate  in  fee  in  A.  (!.  Miller,  then 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff'  are  not  entitled  to  recover.  There  is 
no  evidence  to  show  who  tlie  defendants  are.  Suppose  they  were 
the  parties  in  remainder;  the  heirs  of  Arthur  Gramer  Miller  could 
not  bring  an  action,  and  turn  them  out  of  possession.  [Pakke,  11 
Yes:  —  the  old  doctrine  of  remitter  does  iwA  apply.]  It  was  so 
lield  in  Doc  d.  Cooiur  v.  Fiiicli,  4  B.  &  Adol.  483  ;  1  Nev.  &  lA. 
loO;  but  there  is  another  objection  to  this  fine  having  the  effect 
contended  for,  which  is  this  :  a  use  can  result  only  from  some 
<'onveyance  from  which  it  appears  that  no  consideration  was  })aid ; 
but  the  copy  of  the  chirograph  of  this  fine  states  on  the  face  of  it, 
that  a  sum  of  £1100  was  paid  l)y  the  conusees  to  the  conusor,  and 
whether  this  sum  was  actually  i)aid  or  not,  or  was  merely  nom- 
inal, this  copy  being  the  only  evidence  of  the  fine  before  the  Court, 
the  plaintiffs  are  estopped  from  asserting,  and  the  Court  are  unable 
to  infer,  that  this  fine  was  without  consideration.  The  whole 
<loctrine  of  resulting  uses  is  founded  upon  this,  that  the  document 
from    wliich    it   arises   expresses   no   consideration.      As   this   fine 

cxjiresses  a  consideration  to  IiaAc  been  paid,  the  legal 
[*120J    estate,  in  the  absence  *  of  an  e.\])ress  declaration  of  uses. 

remains  in  Mitchell  andChartres,  the  conusees.  In  She])- 
]iard's  Touchstone,  ]i.  222,  s])eaking  of  the  effect  of  a  bargain  and 
sale,  it  is  said,  "Then;  must  be  sonu'  valiia))l('  consideration  in 
money  or  money's  worth  given,  or  at  least  expressed  to  be  given, 
for  the  land.  "     "  If  the  deed  make  mention  of  money  paid,  as  in 
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consideration  of  £100  or  tlie  like,  and  in  truth  no  money  is  paid, 
yet  the  bargain  and  sale  is  good.  ^Vnd  no  averment  will  lie 
against  this,  which  is  expressly  affirmed  l)y  the  deed. "  In  Arm- 
strong V.  Wohcif,  which  is  relied  upon  by  the  other  side,  the  tine 
is  expressly  .stated  to  have  been  levied  without  consideration. 
[Parke,  15.  The  objection  at  the  trial  was,  that  the  trustees 
under  the  settlement  had  the  legal  estate.  We  ought  not  to  allow 
this  objection  now,  as  it  might  have  l»een  removed  if  it  had  been 
taken  at  the  trial.]  This  objection  could  not  have  been  made  at 
the  trial  because  the  resulting  use  upon  the  fine  was  not  tlien 
relied  upon.  That  point  is  first  made  in  showing  cause  against 
this  rule;  and  the  objection,  that  no  use  results,  is  only  an  answer 
to  the  argument  which  the  plaintiffs  now  raise  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  fine. 

Then  as  to  the  effect  of  the  statute  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  27,  with 
respect  to  the  remedies  which  the  remaindermen  now  have.  That 
Act  having,  by  the  36th  section,  abolished  all  writs  of  right,  and 
by  the  2nd  section  limited  the  trial  of  titles  to  land  to  actions  of 
ejectment,  has  virtually  abolished  the  distinction  which  existed 
under  the  law  as  it  formerly  stood,  Ijetween  tlie  right  to  the  prop- 
erty and  tlie  right  to  the  possession.  And  as  the  rights  of  the 
remaindermen  to  the  property  are  clearly  not  barred  by  the  fine, 
and  they  can  only  bring  ejectment,  it  is  submitted  that  if  they 
can  now  maintain  ejectment,  the  present  lessors  cannot;  for  two 
persons  cannot  be  entitled  at  the  same  time  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  same  estate  by  different  titles,  as  that  *  would  [*  121] 
be  to  make  the  defendant  liable  more  than  once  for  the 
same  trespass.  Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 
Parke,  B.  In  this  case  the  Court  have  already  intimated  their 
opinion,  that  there  shf)uld  be,  at  all  events,  a  new  trial  on  pay- 
ment of  costs,  in  order  that  the  question,  whether  the  ^Millers  of 
London,  the  silkmen,  were  descended  from  Thomas,  a  younger 
son  of  the  common  ancestor,  may  be  more  fully  considered ;  it 
having  been  too  hastily  taken  for  granted  by  the  jury  on  the 
former  trial. 

But  it  was  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  that  he 
was  entitled  to  a  nonsuit  or  new  trial,  on  the  objections  in  point 
of  law. 
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These  objections  were  several. 

First,  that  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment was  inadmissible. 

Secondly,  that  evidence  of  the  speech  of  counsel  on  a  former 
trial  of  the  same  title  was  inadmissible. 

Thirdly,  that  the  evidence  of  the  fine  was  insufficient. 

Fourthly,  that  if  the  fine  was  proved,  the  heir-at-law  of  Arthur 
Grarner  Miller  had  no  title. 

It  will  be  necessary  to  dispose  of  each  of  these  objections. 

As  to  the  first,  it  appeared  that  the  original  settlement  was  in 
the  hands  of  Mr.  Stafford  Baxter,  attorney  for  a  Mv.  Weetman, 
but  he  did  not  hold  it  merely  as  attorney,  but  as  a  security  for 
money  advanced  by  him  to  his  client.  Mr.  Baxter,  wlien  called 
upon  on  a  siihpcena  duces  tecum,  refused  to  produce  the  deed ;  and 
Lord  Denman  was  of  opinion  that  secondary  evidence  of  its 
contents  was  then  admissible,  and  in  tliat  opinion  we  entirely 
concur. 

The  rule  on  that  subject  is,  that  the  law  excludes  such  evi- 
dence of  facts,  as  from  the  nature  of  the  thing  supposes 
[*  122]  *  still  better  evidence  in  the  party's  possession  or  power, 
Phill.  on  Evid.  437;  which  rule  is  founded  on  a  sort  of 
presumption  that  there  is  something  in  the  evidence  withheld 
which  makes  against  the  party  producing  it.  lUit  if  such  evi- 
dence is  shown  to  be  unattainable,  tlu^  presumption  ceases,  and 
the  inferior  evidence  is  admissible.  If,  therefore,  a  deed  be  in 
tlie  possession  of  the  adverse  party,  and  not  produced,  or  lost  and 
destroyed,  no  matter  whether  by  the  adverse  party  (>]■  not,  second- 
ary evidence  is  clearly  admissible;  and  if  the  deed  be  in  tlie  pos- 
session of  a  third  person,  who  is  not  by  lawcompellal)le  to  produce 
it,  and  he  refuses  to  do  so,  tlie  result  is  the  same,  for  tlie  original 
is  then  unattainable  by  the  party  offering  the  secondary  evidence. 
And  this  is  one  of  the  points  ruled  in  tlie  case  of  Marston.  v. 
Downcs,  1  Ad.  &  Ell.  ?A  ;  4  Nev.  k  Man.  Slil.  But  it  was  sug- 
gested, I  believe  by  the  Court,  on  the  moti<m  for  a  rule  nisi  in 
this  fiisc,  that  though  the  attorney  might  lefiisc  to  disclose  a  title 
deed  or  instrument  which  was  confided  to  him  by  his  client,  the 
client  iiiiglit  not;  and,  until  he  was  subpoenaed  to  ])roduce  the 
iiistiument  and  refused  to  do  so,  all  was  not  done  which  might 
be  done  to  sliow  the  original  evidence  unattainal)le.  It  becomes, 
howevcn',  unnecessary  to  consider  that  jminl,  for  two  reasons:  — 
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first,  because  here  tlie  attorney  had  a  title  of  liis  own  to  tlie  deed, 
and  lawfully  refused  to  produce  it,  and  the  party  is  not  bound  to 
buy  up  that  title,  and  pay  the  amount  for  which  the  attorney 
holds  the  title  deed  ;  and  secondly,  because,  if  tlie  objection  had 
Itetni  taken  at  the  trial,  it  niii^ht  have  been  cured  liy  calling  Mr. 
AVeetman  himself,  who  was  in  Court. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  species  of  secondary  evidence 
admitted  was  by  law  admissible.  It  was  this.  In  an  argument 
of  the  junior  counsel  for  the  defendant,  on  a  former  trial  of  the 
same  title,  the  contents  of  the  deed  of  settlement  had  l)een 
stated;  and  tliat  statement  *  had  been  received  by  Lord  [*  12?>] 
Denman  as  proof  of  those  contents.  It  appears,  however, 
from  his  Lordship's  report,  that  the  deed  was  produced  on  the 
former  trial,  and  that  the  counsel  stated  its  contents  instead  of  its 
being  read  by  the  officer;  and  the  statement  of  the  junior  counsel, 
as  copied  by  the  shorthand  writer,  was  admitted  as  secondary 
evidence.  If  then,  the  reading  by  tlie  officer  of  the  document 
would  have  Ijeeii  secondary  evidence,  the  statement  of  counsel  was 
so.  But  we  are  of  opinion,  that  such  evidence  was  not  receiv- 
al)le  :  for  supposing  what  was  read  by  the  officer  would  have  been 
admissible,  if  the  parties  to  the  suit  had  been  the  same  (a  proposi- 
tion which  is  very  cpiestionable),  here  the  parties  were  not  the 
same  ;  for  the  defendant,  against  whom  this  evidence  was  received, 
was  no  party  to  the  former  suit. 

It  was  then  contended  on  the  argument  before  us,  that  as  inad- 
missible evidence  had  been  received,  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  a  new  trial  without  the  payment  of  costs.  But  we  are  of 
opinion,  that  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  he  was  not. 
If  this  part  of  the  case  had  been  submitted  as  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury,  and  improper  evidence  had  been  left  to  their  con- 
sideration, the  defendant  would  certainly  liave  been  entitled  to 
a  new  trial  :  but  this  was  not  the  case,  for  this  question  was  with- 
drawn from  them;  and  Lord  Dkx.max  reports,  that  "  all  the  objec- 
tions and  exceptions  were  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer.  "  As  no  such  reservation  could  have  taken 
place  without  the  implied  assent  of  both  sides,  we  consider  our- 
selves as  called  upon,  by  mutual  consent,  to  decide  upon  all  the 
technical  points,  whether  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff  are  entitled 
to  recover  or  not;  and  if  the  legal  evidence  shows  the  title  to  be 
in  the  heir-at-law  of  Arthur  Gramer  Miller,  we  ou^ht  so  to  decide. 
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disregarding  the  immaterial  evidence  which  has  heen  improperly 
received.  And  we  think  that,  upon  the  other  evidence,  the 
[*  124]  title  was  shown  to  be  in  A.  G.  Miller  in  fee.  By  the  *  will 
of  his  father,  the  Rev.  A.  Miller,  in  1779,  the  estate  was 
left  to  A.  (t.  Miller  for  life,  remainder  as  he  should  by  deed  or 
will  appoint;  and  in  default  of  appointment,  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  with  remainders  over.  The  evidence  of  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  power  of  appointment  having  been  given,  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  proceeded  to  make  out  a  title  in  another 
way,  by  virtue  of  a  fine  levied  by  A.  G.  Miller,  with  proclama- 
tions, in  1790.  The  evidence  given  was  not  the  chirograph,  but 
an  examined  copy  of  the  record  of  tlie  fine,  and  of  the  record  of 
proclamations.  The  former  was  objected  to,  but  the  objection 
was  overruled,  and  we  think  properly  overruled ;  because  the 
chirograph  is  but  itself,  in  contemplation  of  law,  a  copy  of  the 
original  record  delivered  out  by  the  chirographer,  who  is  autho- 
rised to  make  and  deliver  out  to  the  parties  such  a  copy;  but  an 
examined  copy  of  the  original  record  is  as  good  as  one  certified  by 
the  officer.  This  point,  indeed,  was  not  raised  on  the  motion  for 
a  new  trial. 

It  was  then  proposed  by  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff'  to  prove  a 
declaration  of  the  uses  of  the  fine,  by  proving  a  deed  of  conveyance 
in  1802,  from  A.  G.  Miller  to  a  purchaser  of  a  part  of  his  estate, 
reciting  the  fine,  and  stating  that  it  had  been  levied  to  the  use  of 
A.  G.  Miller  in  fee.  This  document  was  received  in  evidence, 
and  no  objection  taken  to  its  admissibility,  either  on  the  trial  or 
motion  for  the  rule  nisi.  The  argument,  therefore,  f)f  Sir  William 
Follett,  that  it  was  not  admissible  at  all,  comes  too  late.  Assum- 
ing the  deed  to  be  admitted,  it  is  proof  of  a  declaration  of  the 
uses  of  the  fine  to  A.  G.  IVIiller  in  fee;  and  the  question  is,  what 
estate  A.  G.  Miller  took  by  that  fine  and  declaration  of  uses. 

It  is  contended  by  Mr.  Daniel,  tliat  on  the  face  of  the  fine 
itself,  there  was  a  statement  of  a  consideration,  namely,  £1100 
and  upwards,  given  by  the  conusees ;  and  that  this  was 
[*  12;")]  evidence  against  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  to  *  prove  tliat 
a  valuable  consideration  was  given,  and  if  so,  that  no  use 
would  result  to  the  conusor.  l>ut  assuming  this  to  lie  true,  the 
d(;ed  of  1(S02  is  evidence  to  show  that  the  us*;  was  declared  to 
A.  G.  Aliller  in  fee;  and  conse(|uently  the  case  is  to  be  considered 
as  if  the  use  had  been  so  declared. 
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What  then  was  the  effect  of  the  fine,  with  such  a  declaration  ? 
As  Artliur  (r.  ^Miller  was  tenant  for  life,  with  a  power  of  appfiint- 
ment,  remainder  in  default  of  appointment  to  the  lieirs  of  his 
body,  and  as  we  assmne  no  appointment  to  have  been  made, 
he  was  tenant  in  tail  in  possession,  and  consequently,  wilhuut 
doubt,  his  tine  operated  as  a  discontinuance,  and  turned  the 
remainders  over  into  mere  rights  of  action.  And  the  estate  taken 
by  the  conusor,  by  virtue  of  the  fine  and  declaration  of  uses,  was 
not  a  base  fee,  or  determinable  fee  on  failure  of  issue  inheritable 
under  the  original  estate  tail,  but  strictly  and  properly  a  fee- 
simple,  defeasible  l»y  the  lemaindermen  in  tail,  by  bringing  a 
real  action,  Seymour's  Case,  10  Co.  Rep.  96  a.  It  follows  that, 
until  defeated  by  that  mode,  the  fee-simple  continues  in  and 
descends  from  the  conusor,  and  therefore,  if  in  this  case  the 
lessors  of  the  plaintiff  were  the  heirs-at-law,  they  were  entitled 
to  recover. 

The  late  Real  Property  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  IV.,  c.  47,  does  not 
appear  to  raise  any  question  in  this  case.  The  rights  of  the 
remaindermen  to  a  formedon  are  preserved  by  the  38th  section. 

The  result  is,  that  there  must  be  a  new  trial  on  payment  of 
costs ;  and  as  this  is  not  a  matter  ex  dehito  justitia:,  we  impose 
the  terms  on  the  defendant  of  admitting,  on  the  new  trial,  tliat 
A.  G.  Miller  was  seised  in  fee  at  the  time  of  his  death;  and  in 
case  of  the  death  of  any  witnesses,  their  evidence  is  to  be  read 
from  the  Jiidge's  notes,  if  the  party  offering  the  evidence  shall 
think  fit.  Rule  cihsolute  accorcliiigl)j. 

Brown  v.  Brown. 

27  L.  J.  Q.  R.  173-180  (s.  c.  8  El.  &  Bl.  876  ;  4  Jar.  n.  s.  163). 

WiU.  —  Secondanj  Evidence  of  PresHmptio)i  of  destruction  animo    [1"3J 
revocandi. 

AVhere  a  will  is  last  seen  in  the  testator's  own  possession,  and  at  liis  death, 
after  due  search,  is  not  forthcoming,  the  presumption  is,  tliat  the  testator 
destroyed  it  himself  miimo  revocandi ;  and  the  onus  lies  on  the  party  seekintr 
to  set  up  the  will  to  displace  tliis  presumption. 

On  the  trial  of  an  ejectment  hy  heir-at-law  against  devisee,  it  appeared  tliat 
the  testator,  in  November,  1846  (being  then  on  bad  terms  with  the  plaintiff,  his 
eldest  son,  which  continued  to  the  spring  of  185.5),  executed  a  will,  by  which  he 
devised  his  property,  real  and  personal,  which  was  considerable,  in  trust  for  tlie 
defendant,  his  wife,  during  widowhood,  remainder  equally  to  his  children,  ex- 
cluding the  plaintitf,  to  whom  he  left  a  smaller  specific  befjuest.     In  July,  18-55, 
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the  testator  gave  instructions  to  B.,  his  solicitor,  to  prepare  another  will.  15. 
reduced  them  to  writing,  and  submitted  accordingly  to  the  testator  a  draft  will, 
and  afterwards  himself  engrossed  the  will,  which  was  duly  executed  by  testator 
at  B.'s  office;  the  testator  then  destroyed  the  instructions  and  draft  will,  and 
took  the  will  away  with  him,  saying  he  should  probably  leave  it  at  his  banker's. 
At  the  end  of  18.55,  testator's  eyesight  became  defective;  and  from  October, 
1S5(J,  up  to  his  death  lie  was  unable  to  I'ead.  In  January,  18.")6,  the  plaintiff, 
liaving  been  reconciled  to  the  testator,  came  to  live  with  him  ;  and  in  October, 
18jG,  they  left  home  and  came  to  London,  to  have  an  operation  performed  on 
testator's  eyes,  where  he  died  suddenly,  in  February,  18.57.  After  his  death,  the 
will  of  184G  was  found  open,  together  with  letters  and  papers  of  no  value,  in  the 
pocket  of  a  coat  he  wore  daily.  The  will  of  1855  could  not  be  found,  after  due 
search  at  testator's  house,  his  bankers',  and  elsewhere.  Secondary  evidence  was 
admitted;  and  B.  stated  that  the  testator,  by  the  will,  gave  his  dwelli'.jg-house, 
the  subject  of  the  action,  to  the  defendant,  and  devised  all   liis  other   pnipcrty, 

in  trust,  to  different  trustees  from  those  of  the  first  will,  to  sell  and  jtay 
[*  174]   the  defendant  an  annuity  of  £300,  and  the  residue  equally  *  among  all 

his  six  children  ;  and  that  the  will  also  contained  a  clause  revoking 
Jill  f(jrmer  wills  :  — Held,  first,  that  secondary  evidence  <if  the  will  of  1855  was 
admissible;  and  that  B.'s  evidence  satisfiictorily  showed  that  the  will  of  1846 
was  revoked  by  it. 

Secondly,  that  the  fact  of  the  second  will  having  been  last  seen  in  the  testa- 
tor's possession  and  the  ineffectual  search  raised  the  presumption  that  it  had 
been  destroyed  by  him  animo  recocandi  ;  that  there  were  no  facts  sufficient  to 
rebufthat  presumption  ;  and  that  the  deceased  had  tlierefore  died  intestate. 

[1858,  Jan.  26.]  Ejectment  to  recover  a  messuage  or  dwelling- 
house,  called  Cliff  House,  with  a  lawn  and  shrubherv  and  garden 
thereto  belonging,  in  the  parish  of  Whitby,  in  the  county  of 
York. 

On  the  trial,  before  Lord  Campbp^ll,  C.  J.,  at  tlie  Sittings  at 
Ouihlhall  after  Michaelmas  term.  1857,  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  following 

C.VSE. 

Tbo  plaintiff,  William  Ibowu,  is  the  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law 
of  William  Ih'own,  deceased,  late  of  Whitl)y,  and  the  defendant, 
Amelia  I'rown,  is  the  widow  of  the  said  W.  l^rown,  and  mother 
(if  the  plaint  iff.  W.  Ihowu,  the  father,  li;ul  four  sous  and  two 
daughters,  all  of  whom  are  still  living.  The  iihiintilT,  who  is  the 
eldest  child,  was,  at  his  father's  death,  of  the  age  of  thirty  years. 
A  daught(;r,  Kleauor,  who  is  the  youngest  cliihl,  was  tlien  of  the 
age  of  seventeen  years.  At  tlie  time  of  the  making  of  his  will 
first  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  from  thence  until   the  time  of  his 
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(leatli,  W.  Brown,  the  father,  was  seised  in  fee  of  real  estates,  of 
al>out  the  value  of  £40,000,  including  the  messuage  or  dwelling- 
house  called  Clitl'  House,  and  the  lawn,  shrubbery  and  garden 
thereto  belonging,  whicli  form  the  subject  of  this  action.  He 
was  also  pos.sessed  of  personal  property  of  considerable  value.  In 
Xovember,  1846,  and  from  thence  until  some  time  in  the  spring 
of  1855,  W.  Brown,  the  father,  was  not  on  good  terms  with  the 
plaintifF.  On  the  6th  of  Xovember,  1S46,  W.  Brown,  the  father, 
l)eing  so  seised  and  possessed  as  aforesaid,  made  his  will  in  writ- 
ing, which  was  duly  executed  and  attested,  so  as  to  pass  real  and 
personal  estates.  By  this  will  the  testator,  after  directing  his 
del)ts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  to  be  jiaid  out  of  his 
personal  estate,  and  giving  his  household  goods  and  furniture, 
})late,  linen,  and  china,  and  implements  of  household,  to  his  wife, 
the  now  defendant,  for  her  absolute  use,  gave  to  the  plaintiff  an 
annuity  of  £70  per  annum  for  his  life,  payable  half-yearly,  tlie 
first  payment  to  commence  and  be  made  at  the  expiration  of  six 
months  after  his  wife's  decease;  and  after  the  plaintiff's  decease 
the  testator  bequeathed  the  principal  sum  of  £2000  equally 
between  and  amongst  the  plaintift"s  lawful  issue,  payable  on  their 
attaining  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-five  years;  the  interest 
or  di\'idends  thereof  in  the  mean  time,  from  the  plaintiff's  decease, 
to  be  applied  towards  the  maintenance,  education  and  support  of 
such  issue  during  infancy ;  and  tlie  said  testator,  by  his  will,  gave 
to  his  wife,  the  now  defendant,  to  his  cousin,  Robert  Porritt,  and 
to  his  friends,  John  Chapman  and  Thomas  Fishburn,  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate  and  effects,  to  hold  the  same  unto  aiid  to 
the  use  of  his  said  wife,  the  said  R.  Porritt,  J.  Chapman  and  T. 
Fishburn,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
upon  trust,  after  paying  his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  to  pay  and  apply  the  rents,  dividends  and  proceeds 
arising  from  the  trust  estates  towards  the  support  of  his  said  wife 
during  her  widowhood,  and  the  maintenance,  education  and  bring- 
ing up  of  all  the  testator's  children  then  born  or  thereafter  to  be 
born ;  and  upon  the  decease  or  marriage  of  his  said  wife,  then  upon 
trust  to  pay  the  said  rents,  dividends  and  proceeds  equally  between 
and  among  all  his  children,  except  the  plaintiff,  as  and  when  they 
should  attain  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  for  their 
respective  individual  lives.  And  the  said  testator,  by  his  said 
will,  declared  and  directed  that  the  respective  lawful  issue  of  his 
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said  children,  except  the  plaintiff",  should  become  entitled  to  the 
entirety  of  the  said  trust  estates,  monies  and  effects,  in  ecjiial 
shares,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  to  ^vhom 
the   testator  gave   and  devised,  and   directed   his   said  trustees  to 

convey  the  same  accordingly. 
[*175]       This  will  was  prepared  by  Mr.    Eobert   *Breckon,   of 

"Whitby,  who  then,  and  thence  until  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator, was  the  testator's  contidential  attorney  and  solicitor.  On 
the  18th  of  July,  1855,  W.  Brown,  the  father,  called  on  Mr. 
Breckon,  at  his  office  in  Whitby,  and  gave  him  instructions  for  a 
new  will,  which  Mr.  Breckon  reduced  to  writing.  Mr.  Breckon 
himself  afterwards  prepared  the  draft  of  such  will,  in  conformity 
with  the  instructions,  and  forwarded  the  draft  to  W.  Brown,  the 
father,  at  his  private  residence.  On  the  20th  of  July  in  the  same 
year,  W.  Brown,  the  father,  brought  the  draft  to  Mr.  Breckon  at 
his  office,  and  requested  Mr.  Breckon  that  he  would  himself 
enoross  the  will  from  the  draft,  as  he,  Mr.  Brown,  did  not  wish 
that  the  clerks  in  Mr.  Breckon's  office  should  know  the  contents 
of  the  will.  Mr.  Breckon  accordingly  engrossed  the  will  from 
the  draft ;  and  on  the  following  day  the  will  was  duly  executed 
l)y  W.  Brown,  the  father,  and  attested  by  Mr.  Breckon  and  a  Mr. 
John  Stevenson,  another  client,  who  happened  to  be  in  the  office, 
such  execution  and  attestation  being  in  such  manner  and  form  as 
required  to  pass  real  and  personal  estate.  The  foregoing  facts  as 
to  the  making  and  execution  of  the  last-mentioned  will,  were 
proved  l)y  Mr.  Breckon,  who  was  a  witness  at  the  trial.  He  also 
proved  that  the  said  will,  having  been  so  executed  and  attested, 
was  })ut  into  an  envelope,  and  taken  away  by  the  testator,  who 
said  he  sliould  prol)ably  leave  it  at  his  banker's.  Mr.  Breckon 
also  proved,  that  l)efore  quilting  his  office,  the  testator  himself 
destroyed  the  writte-n  instructions  and  the  draft  of  the  said  will, 
and  that  he,  Mr.  Breckon,  had  nothing  in  writing  to  show  what 
the  contents  of  the  said  will  wcic  Tdwai'ds  the  close  of  the  year 
1855,  the  eyesight  of  the  testator  was  greatly  impaired  from 
cataracts  formed  on  his  eyes;  and  in  January,  1850,  the  ]ilaintiff", 
having  been  reconciled  to  the  testator,  went  and  resided  with  liim 
at  Whit1)y,  and  continued  to  reside  with  him  until  the  death  of 
the  testator,  hereinafter  mentioned.  The  eyesight  of  the  testator 
becoming  gradually  v/orse,  he,  on  tlie  .'Ust  of  October,  1856,  went 
up  to  London  for  the  purpose  nf  submitting  to  an  operation  on  his 
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eyes.  At  that  time,  and  until  his  death,  lie  was  unable  to  read. 
He  was  first  accompanied  by  the  said  li.  Porritt,  as  the  plaintirt' 
was,  by  his  father's  directions,  detained  in  the  nortli  of  Enii;land 
upon  business;  but  in  a  short  time  the  plaintiff  went  to  his  father 
in  London,  whereupon  the  said  II.  Porritt  quitted  Lomlon  and 
returned  to  Whitby.  Two  operations  on  the  testator's  eyes  were 
performed  in  London,  bui  without  success;  and  on  tiie  19th  of 
February,  1857,  shortly  alter  the  second  of  such  operations,  the 
testator  suddenly  and  unexpectedly  died  in  Loudon,  having  never 
returned  to  Whitby.  On  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  will  of 
November,  1S46,  was  found  in  the  breast-pocket  of  a  loose  coat 
which  he  daily  wore.  In  the  same  pocket  were  some  other  old 
letters  and  papers  of  no  value.  The  testator  took  no  apparent 
interest  in  the  preservation  of  the  will  and  papers,  which  w-ere 
daily  taken  out  of  the  pocket  l)y  the  servant  wlio  brushed  the  coat. 
The  will  was  not  sealed  up,  and  was  read  liy  tlie  nurse  who  waited 
on  the  testator,  and  she  mentioned  the  fact  that  it  was  in  the 
pocket  to  Mr.  Porritt  and  the  })laintiff,  but  the  testator  never 
mentioned  it  to  any  one  The  will  of  July,  1S55,  has  never  been 
found,  although  search  has  l)een  made  for  it  at  the  testator's  pri- 
vate residence,  at  his  bankers',  and  in  every  place  where  it  was  at 
all  likely  to  have  been  deposited  or  left  by  the  testator. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice,  being  satisfied  that  a  proper  and 
unavailing  search  had  been  made  for  the  said  will  of  July,  1855, 
admitted  parol  evidence  of  its  contents,  notwithstanding  the 
objection  of  the  defendant's  counsel  that  such  parol  evidence  was 
inadmissible.  Mr.  "Breckon  then  stated,  that  by  his  said  will  the 
testator  gave  the  aforesaid  Cliff"  House  to  his  wife,  the  now  defend- 
ant, absolutely,  together  witli  an  annuity  for  lier  life  of  £.':)00 ; 
then  a  devise  of  his  realty  and  personalty  to  the  said  P.  Porritt 
and  to  J.  Chapman,  of  St.  Hilda's  Terrace,  Whitby,  upon  trust  to 
sell,  and  out  of  the  produce  tliereof  to  pay  his  del)ts  and  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the  said  annuity  of  £800,  and  the 
residue  in  efpial  divisions  between  his  six  children,  reserving 
therefrom  £2000,  which  the  testator  had  given  to  his  son  Robert. 
My.  Breckon  also  stated  that  the  will  contained  a  clause 
revoking  all  former  *  wills  by  the  testator  made,^  and  that   [*  176] 

1  It  was  statC'l.   in   tlie   course  of  tlie'  on  this   point    from   positive   recollection, 
•argument,  by  tlie  counsel  for  tlie  <lefen<l-  but  from  his  <i;eueral  practice,  as  a  pro- 
ant,  that  Mr.  Breckon   adniitterl.  on    his  fessional  man. 
cross-examination,  that  he  did  r.ot  siieak 
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J.  Chapman,  of  St.  Hilda's  Terrace,  is  a  dift'erent  person  from 
the  J.  Chapman  mentioned  in  the  will  of  ]  846.  The  Court  was 
at  liberty  to  draw  such  conclusions  as  the  Court  should  think  a 
jury  ought  to  have  drawn. 

The  plainiitf  contended,  that  the  will  of  1846  was  revoked  Viy 
the  will  of  1855  ;  and  that  the  will  of  1855  must  be  presumed  to 
have  been  destroyed  by  the  testator,  or  by  his  directions,  as  it 
could  not  be  found,  and  consequently  that  W.  Brown,  the  father, 
died  intestate.  The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were, 
first,  was  the  will  of  July,  1855,  provable  by  parol  for  any  pur- 
pose ?  If  so,  was  the  will  of  November,  1846,  revoked  thereby  ? 
Secondly,  if  the  will  of  November,  1846,  was  so  revoked,  did  the 
said  W.  Brow^n,  the  father,  die  intestate,  or  was  the  will  of  1855 
an  operative  will  upon  the  death  of  the  said  W.  ]>rown,  the 
father  ? 

Knowles,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  first  question  is,  whether  the 
plaintiff  could  prove  the  will  of  1855  by  parol.  It  is  quite  clear 
that  when  the  Judge  was  satisfied  with  the  search,  secondary  evi- 
dence of  the  contents  of  the  will  was  admissible,  and  theie  are 
no  degrees  of  secondary  evidence.  Secondly,  secondary  evidence 
lieing  ndmissible,  did  the  second  will,  as  proved  in  evidence, 
revoke  the  will  of  1846  ?  One  mode  of  revoking  a  will  since  the 
7  Will.  IV.  &  1  A^ict.  c.  26,  is  (section  20),  by  another  will ;  there- 
fore, with  the  clause  of  revocation,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  second 
will  revoked  the  first.  But  even  without  this  clause  such  would 
be  its  effect,  as  the  devises  in  the  second  are  c^uite  dift'erent  from 
those  in  the  first;  and  the  effect  of  all  the  cases  is  to  show  that 
where  tlie  provisions  of  two  wills  are  inconsistent,  the  second 
necessarily  revokes  the  first.  The  cases  of  IlitcJiiiLs  v.  Ih/ssctt, 
o  Mod.  203,  and  Goodrifjht  v  Ilarvjood,  1  Cowp.  87,  may  be  cited 
Ijy  tlie  otlier  side;  but  they  are  cleaily  distinguishable.  They 
assiuiK'  the  above  position;  but  in  neither  couM  tlie  jury  say 
more  than  that  the  disposition  niad(;  by  the  second  will  was 
different  from  that  in  the  first,  Init  in  what  ])articulars  the  jury 
could  not  say.  Here  the  evidence  of  \[r.  lireckon  is  distinct  as 
to  what  the  limitations  in  the  will  of  1855  were;  and  no  one 
could  liave  a  better  opportunity  of  knowing  and  remembering  its 
contents.  Tliirdly,  the  effect  of  the  non-a])])earance  of  tlie  second 
will  is  to  make  tlie  testator,  in  efCect,  dit^  intestate.  The  pre- 
sunqition,  when  tlie  will  is  traced  to  the  possession  of  (he  testator, 
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and  cannot  he  found  at  his  death,  is,  that  he  destroyed  it  animo 
rrvocandi  And  hefoie  the  hite  Statute  of  Wills,  this  cancella- 
tion (»f  the  .second  will  would  have  set  u[)  the  Hrst,  Goodriylit  v. 
(ilasicr,  2  Burr.  IT-IH  ;  ]>ut  hy  the  2'2nd  section  of  that  Act,  a  will, 
wliich  has  been  revoked,  can  only  be  revived  by  re-execution,  or 
l»y  a  duly  executed  codicil.  If,  therefore,  the  testator  is  to  be 
taken  to  have  destroyed  the  second  will,  the  plaintiff's  title  as 
heir-at-law  is  undisputed.  That  the  presumption,  under  the 
present  circumstances,  is,  that  he  did  .so  destroy  the  second  will, 
is  clear  on  the  authorities.  In  1  Williams  on  Executors,  p.  l.">7 
(5th  edit.),  it  is  laid  down,  "  If  a  testament  was  in  the  custody 
of  the  testator,  and  upon  his  death  it  is  found  among  his  reposi- 
tories mutilated  or  defaced,  the  testator  himself  is  to  be  presumed 
to  have  done  the  act;  ami  the  law  further  presumes  that  he  did  it 
(diimo  recocuiuli.  So  where  a  testator  has  a  will  in  his  own  cus- 
tody, and  that  will  cannot  be  found  after  his  death,  the  presunjp- 
tion  is,  that  he  destroyed  it  himself.  It  cannot  i)e  presumed  that 
the  destruction  took  place  by  any  other  person  without  his  knowl- 
edge or  authority,  for  that  would  be  presuming  a  crime."  And 
the  cases  cited  for  the.se  propositions,  Darks  v.  Davies,  1  Cas. 
temp.  Lee,  444,  Lamhcll  v.  LamheU,  8  Ilagg.  56(S,  Helyar  v. 
Helyar,  1  Cas.  temp.  Lee,  472,  and  Major  v.  WiUiams,  o  Curt. 
432,  fully  bear  them  out.  And  in  the  late  case  of  Caffo  v.  Gilhcrf, 
9  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  131,  Dr.  Lushington  says  that  it  is  a 
*  presumption  of  law,  that  a  will,  last  seen  in  the  tes-  [*  177j 
tator's  custody,  and  not  to  be  found  after  his  death,  has 
been  destroyed  by  the  testator  with  the  intention  of  cancelling  it. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.      The  former  ca.ses  rather  put  it  as  an 
inference  of  fact.] 

Pi.  Clarke,  for  the  defendant.  It  is  conceded  that  parol  evidence 
was  admissible.  But  the  parol  evidence  given  of  the  .second  will 
was  not  sufficient.  The  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  w-ill  must 
be  such  as  to  enable  the  Court  to  judge  of  the  legaleifect  of  the 
whole  will ;  and  it  will  not  be  permitted  to  the  witness  to  give 
what  he  assumes  to  be  the  legal  effect  of  it.  The  case  of  Hitchins 
V.  Bassett  shows  that  the  actual  terms  of  the  will  are  necessarv  ; 
and  Goodriyht  v.  Havwood  goes  still  further.  In  the  latter  case, 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  will  must  have  been  given :  for 
the  jury  found  that  the  disposition  in  the  second  will  was  different 
from  the  first;  and  yet  the  House  of  Lords  held  that  there  was  not 
VOL.  XI.  —  32 
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a  revocation  of  the  first  will.  It  would  be  highly  dangerous  to 
let  in  this  kind  of  parol  evidence.  It  is  true  that  there  are  no 
degrees  of  secondary  evidence ;  but  had  the  draft  will  been  pre- 
served, that  would  have  been  a  very  different  matter;  and  the 
Court  will  be  opening  a  wide  door  for  fraud,  if  they  sanction  a 
jury  giving  weight  to  such  evidence  as  the  present.  As  to  there 
being  a  revocation  clause,  the  witness  allowed,  in  cross-examina- 
tion, that  he  only  spoke  from  his  invariable  practice ;  and  even  if 
it  had  been  there,  still  it  is  liable  to  be  controlled  by  the  rest  of 
the  will,  and  might  only  operate  as  a  partial  revocation.  (The 
Court  intimated  that  they  had  no  doubt  but  that  the  first  will  was 
revoked  by  the  second. )  Secondly,  assuming  the  second  will  to 
have  been  sufficiently  proved,  then  that  will  was  an  operative  will 
at  the  testator's  death.  There  is  no  such  presumption  of  law  as 
that  propounded  for  the  plaintiff".  In  Goodriglit  v.  Harwood  the 
facts  were  precisely  similar  to  the  present,  and  it  was  never  sug- 
gested that  there  was  such  a  presumption  of  law. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  It  may  be  prcrsvmptio  jvris,  but 
not  de  jure ;  there  may  be  presumptions  of  law  which  may  be 
rebutted.  ] 

The  existence  of  a  will  being  shown,  the  presumption  is,  against 
the  heir-at  law,  that  it  still  exists,  and  the  onus  lies  on  him  to 
show  its  destruction. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  devisee  makes  out  a  prima  facie 
case  by  showing  the  execution  of  the  will ;  but  if  it  never  was 
out  of  the  testator's  custody  and  yet  cannot  be  found,  is  not  the 
presumption,  not  that  it  is  lost,  but  destroyed?] 

The  testator  was  nearly  blind  for  some  time  l)efore  his  death  ; 
anil  this  fact,  together  with  that  of  the  other  will  lieing  found  in 
his  pocket,  at  least  qunlifies  the  presumption  that  h(>  destroyed 
the  second  will  aniino  rerncdndi  Assuming  even  that  he  did 
destroy  the  second  will,  he  may  liave  done  so  either  by  mistake 
or  under  an  erroneous  ini])ression,  in  wliicli  case  it  is  clear  that 
the  will  must  be  taken  as  an  existing  will ;  as  was  held  in  Onions 
V.  Tjjrer,  1  V.  AVms.  lUH,  wliere  the  will  was  proved  to  have  l)een 
destroyed,  and  the  ((ncstion  was  only  whether  he  intended  to 
revoke  it.  Now  here  the  circumstances  under  wliich  the  will  was 
destroyed,  if  destroytid  it  was,  are  not  shown;  and  the  Court  are 
asked  to  ] (resume  an  intestacy. 

[C(»LKi:ii)(!i:,  J.      In  Welch   v.   Phillips,  1    Moore,  P.    C.    C.  .".02. 
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Parke,  B.  ,  in  delivering  the  judgnient  of  the  Privy  Council,  says, 
"The  rule  of  the  law  of  evidence  on  tliiy  subject,  as  established 
bv  a  course  of  decisions  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  is  this  :  that 
if  a  will,  traced  to  the  possession  of  the  deceased  and  last  seen 
ihere,  is  not  forthcoming  on  his  death,  it  is  presumed  to  have 
been  destroyed  by  himself ;  and  that  presumption  must  have  effect, 
unless  there  is  sufficient  evidence  to  repel  it.  It  is  a  presumption 
founded  on  good  sense ;  for  it  is  highly  reasonable  to  suppose  that 
an  instrument  of  so  much  importance  would  l)e  carefully  preserved 
T»y  a  person  of  ordinary  caution  in  some  place  of  safety,  and  would 
not  be  either  lost  or  stolen  ;  and  if,  on  the  death  of  the  maker,  it 
is  not  found  in  his  usual  repositories  or  else  where  he  resides, 
it  is  in  a  high  degree  probal)le  that  the  deceased  himself  has 
purposely  destroyed  it.  P)Ut  this  presumption,  like  all  others  of 
fact,  may  be  rebutted  by  others,  which  raise  a  higher 
degree  of  *  probability  to  the  contrary.  The  onns  of  proof  [*  178] 
of  such  circumstances  is  undoubtedly  on  the  party  pro- 
pounding the  will.  "] 

Here,  as  already  urged,  there  are  circumstances  to  reljut  this 
presumption,  or  at  the  very  lowest  to  make  it  at  least  as  [irobable 
that  the  testator  did  not  destroy  the  will  animo  revocandi,  as  that 
he  did ;  and  then,  on  a  balance  of  probabilities,  a  will  having 
been  shown  to  have  been  executed,  it  must  be  taken  still  to  exist 
as  the  operative  will  of  the  testator. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  heir-at-law  is 
entitled  to  judgment.  There  can  Ije  no  possible  doubt  that  parol 
evidence  of  the  second  will  was  rightly  admitted  at  the  trial.  It 
was  the  common  case  of  a  written  instrument  which  had  been  lost 
or  destroyed ;  and  when  the  instrument  itself  is  thus  not  extant 
or  forthcoming,  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  is  admissible, 
whether  it  be  a  wall  or  any  other  written  document.  Then,  if 
secondary  evidence  is  admissible,  it  cannot  surely  be  contended 
that  a  person  who  has  read  the  document  and  says  he  recollects  it, 
shall  not  be  allowed  to  state  what  he  recollects  of  its  contents. 
The  weight  of  the  evidence  is  another  matter,  —  that  is  for  the 
jury;  that  the  evidence  is  admissible  there  cannot  be  a  doubt. 
Then,  the  evidence  having  been  admitted,  we  have,  as  a  jury,  to 
say  what  weight  we  will  give  to  it.  I  have  no  doubt  tliat  the 
first  will  was  revoked  by  the  second.  The  gentleman,  who  pre- 
pared the  second  will   from   instructions  of  the   testator,  gave  a 
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very  satisfactory  account  of  it.  He  recollected  that  it  contained 
a  clause  expressly  revoking  all  former  v/ills ;  and  if  lie  said  that 
he  was  sure  it  contained  this  clause,  because  it  was  his  invariable 
custom  as  a  professional  man  to  insert  such  a  clause  in  a  second 
will,  the  weight  of  his  evidence  would  have  been  the  same,  "  I 
believe  it  contained  the  clause,"  cadit  qucKstio  that  tlie  first  was 
revoked.  But  if  it  did  not,  the  second  will  necessarily  revoked 
the  other,  if  we  give  faith,  which  I  do,  to  the  representation  of 
its  contents,  for  the  limitations  of  the  estate  contained  in  it  were 
inconsistent  with  the  limitations  in  the  former  will.  The  legal 
estate  was  given  to  different  persons  and  for  different  purposes. 
There  can,  therefore,  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  former  will  was 
revoked.  Then  arises  the  question,  whether,  the  former  will 
being  revoked,  the  second  will  is  now  to  be  considered  an  opera- 
tive will.  I  think  that,  on  the  facts  stated,  the  second  will  must 
be  considered  to  have  been  destroyed  by  the  testator  with  the 
intention  of  cancelling  it.  It  appears  that,  after  its  execution,  it 
was  delivered  into  the  hands  of  the  testator,  and  was  never  seen 
in  any  other  custody;  it  is  true  that  he  said  he  would  take  it  to 
his  banker's,  but  he  never  did.  Search  is  made  for  it  in  all  his 
repositories,  and  all  the  likely  places  of  deposit,  and  it  is  not  to 
be  found  anywhere ;  it  must,  therefore,  be  supposed  that  it  is  no 
longer  extant.  Then,  if  it  is  no  longer  extant,  and  as  it  was  in 
the  testator's  custody  from  the  time  it  was  executed,  and  no  one 
else  had  the  custody  of  it  afterwards,  the  presumption  arises  that 
he  destroyed  it  with  the  intention  of  cancelling  it.  Tliis  is  a 
most  reasonable  presumption,  l)ecause  if  he  last  had  the  custody 
of  it,  and  it  cannot  be  found  after  his  death,  the  inference  neces- 
sarily is  that  it  was  destroyed  l)y  the  person  who  last  had  the 
custody  of  it.  Whether  this  l)e  a  presumption  of  law  lialjle  to  l)e 
rebutted,  or  a  mere  presum])tion  of  fact  liable  to  be  rebutted,  is 
immaterial;  for,  at  nil  events,  it  throws  the  onus  of  proof  on 
those  wlio  su].]ioi(  llie  will  to  rebut  the  inference  by  othei"  evi- 
dence. This  has  been  considered  the  law  ever  since  1744,  when 
tlie  case  of  ITcJijn i-  v.  Hrlyar  was  decided,  in  which  it  was  so  laid 
down  by  that  gicat  Judge,  Sir  Ueorge  Lee  ;  and  in  the  case  of 
Wdcli  V.  riilllliix,  in  tlie  passage  cited  by  my  Brother  Colehidce, 
that  (Miiinent  'Judge,  Lord  Wensleydale,  lays  down  the  rule  of 
law  with  great  precision  and  perspicuity,  that  when  a  will  is 
traced  io  the  custody  of  the  testator  himself,  and  cannot  be  found 
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at  his  death,  it  is  a  presumption  tliat  he  himself  destroyed  it,  and 
that  this  presumption,  though  a  presumption  of  fact  only,  must 
])revail  until  it  he  rebutted.  The  same  doctrine  is  propounded  in 
(fi(fto  V.  Gilbert,  by  Dr.  LrsiiixcTON,  a  Judge  whose  experience 
in  matters  relating  to  wills  is  very  extensive,  though  it  is  true 
that  he  calls  it  a  presumption  of  law.  In  the  present  case  I  see 
nothing  to  rebut  this  presumption.  It  has  been  urged  that 
*the  first  will  was  found  in  the  testator's  pocket,  and  that  [*  179] 
he  was  blind  :  but  I  can  draw  no  inference  against  this 
presumption  from  these  facts.  The  deceased  could  have  no  desire 
to  set  up  the  first  will  ;  when  lie  made  that  he  was  at  variance 
with  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law,  and  so  disinherited  him,  giv- 
ing him  only  a  snuill  annuity;  but  he  was  reconciled  to  him 
before  his  death,  and  might  wish  to  favour  him.  The  mere  cir- 
cumstance of  the  first  will  being  found  in  his  pocket  affords,  to 
my  mind,  no  answer  to  this  presumption  that  he  had  destroyed 
the  second  will,  which  presumption,  therefore,  remains  unrebutted 
and  must  prevail ;  and  the  heir-at-law  is  entitled  to  our  judgment. 
Coleridge,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the  presump- 
tion of  revocation,  the  evidence  seems  to  me  to  have  l)een  all  one 
way.  That  the  .second  will  was  made  cannot  be  disputed;  then, 
did  that  will  operate  as  a  re\ocation  of  the  first?  Mr.  Breckon 
stated  the  contents  of  the  second,  which  were  difterent  and  incon- 
sistent with  the  former.  I  do  nrtt  see  how  it  is  open  to  the 
defendant  to  contend  that  he  did  not  give  enough  of  the  contents 
to  enable  us,  as  a  jury,  to  understand  the  will :  no  doubt  it  might 
not  be  satisfactory  if  he  had  given  the  legal  effect  only,  but  he 
gives  the  limitations.  Then,  moreover,  he  said  that  there  was  an 
express  clause  of  revocation,  and  assuming  that  he  added  (which  is 
not  stated  in  the  case),  "  I  don't  speak  frr)m  actual  remembrance, 
but  from  my  invariable  practice;"  that,  spoken  by  a  professicjnal 
man,  would  have  been  about  the  most  satisfactory  evidence  we 
could  have  liad.  Tt  is  all  the  evidence  we  really  get  in  ninety- 
nine  cases  out  of  a  hundred  as  to  the  execution  of  a  deed  or  will 
when  witnes.sed  l)y  an  attorney  or  his  clerk  :  they  scarcely  ever 
speak  from  any  distinct  recollection,  luit  from  their  invariable 
practice  in  such  cases.  Taking  all  Mr.  Breckon 's  evidence  to- 
gether, there  can  be  no  doubt  that  there  was  a  revocation.  Then, 
was  this  second  will  destroyed  by  the  testator  ?  Tt  cannot  be 
denied  that  it  was  last  seen  in  the  testator's  own  possession,  and 
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the  presumption,  therefore,  from  its  not  being  forthcoming,  is,  that 
lie  destroyed  it  with  an-  intention  of  putting  an  end  to  it,  and  this 
presumption  must  be  rebutted  by  those  who  seek  to  set  up  the 
wilL  It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  reasonable  presumption;  and  I  do 
not  agree  with  Mr.  Clarke  that  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  the 
old  will  amounts  to  a  higher  presumption.  I,  as  a  juryman,  feel 
satisfied,  on  the  circumstances  proved  in  evidence,  that  he  pur- 
posely destroyed  the  second  will,  and  that,  though  at  one  time  the 
testator  had  reason  to  wisli  to  leave  a  will,  at  the  closer  of  bis  life 
he  was  content  to  die  intestate. 

WiGHTMAX,  J.  It  is  admitted  that  a  i)resumption  of  fact  was 
raised  which  must  prevail  in  favour  of  the  heir-at-law,  unless 
rebutted.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  lirst  will  was  revoked  by  the 
secoiul,  and  that  the  second  was  cancelled,  so  that  the  testator,  in 
effect,  died  intestate.  That  the  first  will. was  revoked  by  the 
second  is  clear,  for  the  latter  contained  clauses  inconsistent  with 
the  former,  as  well  as  an  express  clause  of  revocation.  It  is  said 
that  we  ought  to  have  evidence  of  the  exact  words  used,  but  I  do 
not  think  that  is  necessary  ;  it  is  sufficient  that  it  clearly  appears 
that  the  two  wills  were  inconsistent.  Then,  with  respect  to  the 
revocation  of  the  second  will  (the  first  being  out  of  the  ([uestion, 
as  it  could  only  be  set  up  again,  on  the  revocation  of  the  second, 
by  re-execution),  what  l)ecame  of  it?  It  was  seen  by  no  one  after 
the  testator  himself  took  possession  of  it,  and  it  was  not  forthcom- 
ing, after  due  search,  at  his  death.  Hrljiar  v.  Hchjav  is  a  decisive 
authority  in  favour  of  the  beir-at-law  on  all  the  })oints  raised  in 
tlie  ])resent  case,  and  one  that  has  l)een  acted  on  ever  since.  On 
the  first  point,  the  learned  Judge  says  he  was  of  o])inion,  "  tliat 
the  executing  of  a  second  will  of  a  dilferent  purport  was  by  law 
a  revocation  of  tlu^  iirst,'  tliougli  the  second  does  n(»t  now  appear." 
He  was  also  of  ojjinion,  "  that  the  deceased  must  liave  been  pre- 
sumed to  have  destroyed  tlie  latter  will  himself,  liecnu.-e  it  had 
never  been,  so  far  as  a])])eared,  out  of  bis  custod}'  from  tlie  time 
it  was  e.x'ecuted,"  wbicli  is  )>recisely  this  case.  And  be  says, 
"  Kiftbly,  and  which  was  the  main  (juestion,  I  was  of  o])ini()n  that 
tb(!  deceased  had  not  done  any  act  sufficient  lo  re\i\-e  the  will  of 
1742;  Iiis  Jiaviiig  destroyed  the  last  and   ]ires('rvcil   ibe  iirst  will, 

were  iu)t  acts  sufficient  foi'  thai    [)ur])ose.  "      That  case  is, 
[*1<S0]    tben^fore,  *  expressly  in  pnini  with  the  ]iresent,  and  later 

eases  liavc  been  decideil    in   accoidance  with   it,  especially 


H.  C.  VOL.  XI.]       SECT.  IV.  —  SECONDARY  EVIDENCE.  503 

No.  32.  —  Brown  v.  Brown,  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  180. 

Cutto  V.  Gilbert  and  Welch  v.  PUillips.      The  heir-at-law  is,  there- 
fore, entitled  to  unr  judgment. 

Cromi'TDX,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  i)pini(m.  It  seems  to  me  well 
established  that  the  first  will  was  revoked.  The  attorney  who 
made  the  second  will  is  called,  and  he,  being  perfectly  at  liberty 
to  do  so  when  it  is  proved  that  the  will  cannot  be  found  (there 
being  no  degrees  of  secondary  evidence),  states  from  memory  wliat 
were  tlie  contents  of  it.  And  supposing  that  he  did  say  that  as 
to  the  clause  of  revocation  he  did  not  speak  from  remembrance, 
but  that  he  never  made  a  will  without  such  a  clause,  this  would 
have  been  good  evidence  and  perfectly  satisfactory,  and  is  the  kind 
of  evidence  wliich  is  constantly  acted  on.  A  witness  says  he  does 
not  recollect  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  but  that  he 
slKJuld  not  have  put  his  name  to  the  paper,  unless  the  circum- 
stances had  been  so  and  so:  it  is  good  evidence  without  the  actual 
rememljrance  of  the  facts.  Moreover,  what  is  given  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  second  will  shows  that  it  contained  clauses  incon- 
sistent with  the  first,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  whole  account  to 
set  up  tlie  first  will.  The  main  (question  in  the  case  is,  whether 
the  second  will,  which  would  have  been  sufficient  for  tlie  defend- 
ant's case,  was  destroyed  by  the  testator  animo  cancdlaiuli.  The 
cases  which  have  been  referred  to  establish  the  course  of  proof  as 
most  satisfactorily  laid  down  by  Parke,  B.  ,  in  Welch  v.  rhillips, 
—  that  a  will  being  last  seen  in  the  testator's  possession,  and  not 
forthcoming  at  his  death,  raises  a  presumption  of  fact  which  may 
be  rebutted,  but  throws  the  onus  of  negativing  it  on  the  person 
propounding  the  will.  It  is  a  well-known  course  of  evidence,  just 
as  the  proof  of  the  signature  of  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note  or 
acceptor  of  a  l)ill  of  exchange  primd  fncie  imports  that  there  was 
consideration  for  the  note  or  bill,  and  throws  the  onus  of  proving 
there  was  none  on  the  other  side.  Taking  it  then  here,  that  there 
was  evidence  which  raises  the  presumption  that  the  will  was 
destroyed  l>y  the  testator  animo  cancellandi,  because  it  was  last 
seen  in  his  own  custody  (and  that  he  did  not  wish  its  contents  to 
be  known  is  clear,  for  he  had  the  draft  destroyed),  I  do  not  say 
that  there  were  not  circumstances  which  might  be  left  to  the  jury 
as  evidence  to  rebut  this  presumption,  but  they  seem  to  me  not  to 
be  such  as  they  ought  to  act  on.  It  is  possible  that  the  testator 
may  have  thought  of  reviving  the  old  will ;  on  the  other  hand,  his 
reconciliation  with  his  eldest  son  mav  have  induced  liim  to  wisli 
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to  die  intestate.  At  all  events,  I  do  not  see  anythin*,'  that  dis- 
poses me  to  think  that  the  presumption  that  he  destroyed  the  will 
animo  canceUandi  is  displaced. 

J'lidghicnt  for  the  plaintiff. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

Where  there  are  several  part.s  of  an  instrmnent.  and  a  party  fails 
on  notice  to  produce  the  part  in  liis  possession,  the  opposite  party, 
without  producing  the  part  in  liis  possession,  may  give  in  evidence  a 
ci)[)y:  Doxon  v.  Haigh  (1793),  1  Esp.  409;  a  draft:  Gar/ions  v- 
Sirift  (1809),  1  Taunt.  505;  or  parol  evidence:  Il^f/I  v.  I3a/l  (1841), 
o  jNI.  &  Cx.  24L',  3  Scott,  I>f.  K.  577.  After  notice  to  pro(hice  a  letter 
written  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  parol  evidence  of  its  contents 
iu;iy  he  given  hy  any  one  who  recollects  the  contents,  though  it  is  in 
the  plaintiff's  [tower  to  produce  the  clerk  who  wrote  the  letter. 
L'lchnian  v.  Fonlei/  (181<->)j  1  Starkie,  1G7,  18  11.  E.  750. 

Even  where  the  law  requires  a  particular  kind  of  secondary  evidence, 
if  it  he  shown  that  neither  the  original  nor  the  suhstituted  evidence 
can  be  obtained,  other  secondary  evidence  will  be  received.  Anon. 
(1726),  1  Vent.  275;  Thurston  v.  Slafford  (1700),  1  Salk.  284; 
MacDoufjal  v.   Yoiinn  (1826),  Ey.  &  M.  392. 

AVhere  a  will  has  been  lost  or  destroyed,  probate  will  not  l)e  granted 
of  a  copy  of  it,  unless  the  most  satisfactory  evidence  of  its  substance. 
be  forthcoming.  Such  evidence  has  been  supplied  by  a  draft,  ///  re 
Barber  (1866),  L.  R.,  1  V.  267,  ;]()  L.  J.  V.  19,  15  L.  T.  102,  15  W. 
E.  231;  Burls  V.  Barh  (1868),  L.  E..  1  V.  472.  36  L.  J.  V.  125.  1(5 
L.  T.  677,  15  W.  E.  1090;  a  copy,  J^'inrh  v.  Fhich  (1H67).  L.  E..  1  W 
371,  36  L.  J.  V.  78,  16  L.  T.  268,  15  W.  R.  797;  SI,/  v.  Sh/  (1877). 
2  V.  D.  91.  46  L.  J.  1*.  ]).  cK:  A.  63,  25  \\ .  K.  4(')3;  uv  even  by  oral 
evidence,  \Vo,„l  v.  Wood  (1867),  L.  E.,  1  V.  3.09,  36  L.  ,1.  V.  3.4.  15 
1j.  T.  593:  and  see  Brnivn  v.  Broim,  No.  32,  sn/)j'/i.  It  is  no  objrc- 
li<in  that  the  ]iarty  giving  the  oral  testimony  is  int(U-estc(l,  provided  the 
i'vidcnce  be  satisfactory.  Sa;/dr/i.  v.  Lont  ,Sf.  Leonard.^  (1876),  1  !'. 
1).  154,  45  L.  J.  V.  li  &  A.  49,  34  L.  T.  'M\\),  24  W.  H.  479.  D,.- 
larations  (»f  the  testatcu".  whetlici'  made  before  nr  after  execution  of  his 
will,  arc  admissible  as  evidence  of  its  cuntents  in  the  e\-ent  of  its 
Im.^s.       I  Ik 

Xot  onl\-  the  contents,  but  also  the  due  execution  and  attestation 
of  the  will,  must  be  proved.  Jlarri^  v.  KnUjht  (1891)),  15  \\  I).  170. 
(52  L.  T.  507. 

AMKHICAN   NOTES. 

On  tlie  first  branch  of  the  IJiile  the  authorities  lierc  are  contlictiiig.  The 
i'aiiilish   ride   is   followed   in    Cixxlrirl,   v.  Weston,  1()"J   Ma.ssacluisetts.   '.MV2\  o 
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Am.  Rpp.  -iOn  :  "  Tlie  adniissiliility  of  evidence  offered  for  tliis  purpose  must 
depend  upon  its  legitimate  tendency  to  prove  tlie  facts  sought  to  be  proved, 
and  uot  upon  tlie  c()ini)arative  weight  or  value  of  one  or  another  form  of 
jiroof.  Tlie  jury  will  judge  of  its  weight,  and  may  give  due  consideration  to 
the  fact  that  a  more  satisfactory  one  exists,  and  is  withheld,  or  uot  produced, 
when  it  might  readily  have  been  obtained.  But  there  are  no  degrees  of  legal 
distinction  in  this  class  of  evidence."  Citing  Doe  v.  Ross.  This  view  is  taken 
in  Carpenter  V.  Damt:,  10  Iniliaua,  125;  Robertson  v.  Lynch,  18  Johnson  (X.  Y.). 
4ol  (copy  of  a  copy)  ;  Ketcham  v.  Brooks,  '27  New  Jersey  Equity,  317 :  Winn 
V.  Patterson,  9  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  Oti;} ;  Grade  v.  Morris,  22  Arkansas, 
41o;  Eslow  V.  Mitchell,  20  Michigan,  oOO;  Nason  v.  Jordan,  62  Maine, 
480 ;  Smith  v.  Brown,  151  Massachusetts,  3:58.  !So  a  sworu  copy  of  a  letter- 
press copy  of  a  lost  letter  is  admissible.     Goodrich  v.   Weston,  supra. 

Greenleaf  states  the  .Vmerican  rule  as  follows :  "  The  Aiuerican  doctrine, 
as  deduced  from  various  authorities,  seems  to  be  this, — that  if,  from  the 
nature  of  the  case  itself,  it  is  manifest  that  a  more  satisfactory  kind  of  sec- 
ondary evidence  exists,  the  party  will  be  recpiired  to  produce  it ;  but  that 
where  the  nature  of  the  case  does  not  of  itself  disclose  the  existence  of  such 
better  evidence,  the  objector  nuist  not  only  prove  its  existence,  but  must  also 
^yrove  that  it  was  known  to  the  other  party  in  season  to  have  been  produced  at 
the  trial."  Citing  Hilts  v.  Colvin,  14  Johnson  (N.  Y.),  182  :  Battles  v.  Hnllei/, 
0  Greenleaf  (Maine),  145;  Cook  v.  Wood,  1  McC(n-d  (So.  Car.),  139;  Lyons  v. 
Gregory,  3  Hening  &  Munford  (Virginia),  237  ;  Lowry  v.  Cady,  4  Vermont,  504  ; 
Doc  V.  Greenlee,  3  Hawks  (Nor.  Car.),  281  ;  Harcey  v.  Thomas,  10  AVatts  (Penn.), 
<i3  ;  Rennerx.  Bank.  9  Wheaton  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  587.  So  where  a  copy  of  a  lost 
ncjte  is  shown  to  exist,  it  nuist  be  produced.  United  States  v.  Brttton,  2  Mason 
(U.  S.  Circ.  Ct.),4(:)8.  This  view  is  also  sanctioned  by  Harveyx.  Thorpe,  28  Ala- 
Ijania,  250 ;  Graham  v.  Campbell,  56  Georgia,  258 ;  Hobbs  x.  Beard,  43  South 
Carolina,  370;  Illinois,  ^'c.  Co.  x.  Bonner,  75  Illinois,  315;  Nason  v.  Jordan, 
62  Maine,  480;  Belkx.  Meagher,  3  Montana,  65;  Stevenson  x.  Hoy,  43  Penn. 
State,  191;  Cornett  v.  Williams,  20  Wallace  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.).  226;  Co7nan  v. 
Stale,  i  Blackford  (Indiana).  241;  Ford  v.  Cunninylium,  87  California,  209; 
People  X.  Dennis,  4  ^Michigan,  609;  69  Am.  Dec.  338.  So  a  photographic 
copy  of  a  public  record  in  another  State  is  incompetent.  Ehorn  v.  Zimpebnan, 
47  Texas,  503 ;  26  Am.  Rep.  315.  In  Winn  x.  Patterson,  9  Peters  (U.  S. 
Sup.  Ct.),  663,  it  is  conceded  that  a  copy  of  a  copy  is  not  admissible,  but  it  is 
restricted  to  a  case  where  the  original  is  still  extant. 

In  Cornett  v.  Williams,  supra,  the  United  States  Sujn'eme  Court  say:  '•  The 
principle  established  by  this  Court  as  to  secondary  evidence  in  cases  like  this 
is,  that  it  must  be  the  best  the  party  has  it  in  his  power  to  produce.  The 
rule  is  to  be  so  applied  as  to  promote  the  ends  of  justice  and  guard  against 
fraud,  surprise,  and  imposition.  .  .  .  This  Court  ha>-.  not  yet  gone  the  length 
of  the  Englisii  adjudications,  which  hold  without  qualification  that  there 
are  no  degrees  of  secondary  evidence."  Citing  Doe  v.  Ross.  In  Harrey  v. 
Thorpe,  28  Alabama,  262.  the  Court  said :  '■  The  English  cases  certainly  lay 
down  the  rule  very  broadly,  that  there  are  no  degrees  in  secondary  evidence 
(Rowlandson  v.  Waimcriglit,   1   Nev.  &  Per.  8;   Coyle  x.  Cole,  6  Car.  &  P.  81  ; 
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Rex  V.  Hunt,  o  B.  &  Aid.  500  ;  Brown  v.  Woodman,  0  Car.  &  P.  2()())  ;  while 
on  the  contrary,  the  current  of  American  authoritie.s  goes  very  strongly  to 
show  that  although  the  facts  may  warrant  the  admission  of  secondary  evi- 
dence, the  best  kind  oi  that  character  of  evidence  which  appears  to  be  in 
the  power  of  the  party  to  produce  must  be  offered.  United  Statet!  v.  Britton, 
2'Mason  (U.  >S.  Circuit  Ct.),  4(J4 ;  Keilo  v.  Mayet,  1  Dev.  &  Batt.  (N.  Car.  Law), 
-114:  Reitncr  v.  The  Bank  of  Columbia,  0  Wheat.  58L'-.3f)7;  Den  v.  McAliater, 
•2  Hals.  (N.J.  Law),  46-53;  Blade  v.  Noland,  12  Wend.  17;').  We  confess  that  the 
American  riUe  appears  to  us  more  reasonable  tlian  the  English ;  and  we  see 
great  propriety,  if  there  was  an  examined  copy  of  an  instrument  in  the  i>os- 
session  of  a  party,  in  refusing  to  allow  him  to  prove  it  by  the  uncertain  memory 
of  witnesses.  A  copy  of  a  letter,  taken  by  a  copying  press,  would  unquestion- 
ably be  better  evidence  of  the  original  than  the  recollection  of  its  contents 
by  a  witness ;  and  the  same  reasons  wliich  would  require  the  production  of 
the  original,  if  in  the  control  of  the  party,  would  operate  in  favor  of  the  pro- 
duction of  the  fac-simile,  or  of  the  examined  copy.  But  in  all  these  cases,  the 
strength  of  the  proposition  consists  in  the  fact  that  there  is  secondary  evi- 
dence, in  its  nature  and  character  better  tlian  that  \\hich  the  party  offeis, 
and  that  it  is  in  his  power  to  produce  it." 

The  most  jiointed  expression  of  the  Xew  York  Courts  on  the  point  is  in 
Redding! on  \.  Cillman,  1  Bosworth  (New  York  Superior  Ct.),  235,  where  a 
copy  of  an  account  from  a  ledger  was  held  inadmissible  because  the  ledger 
was  better  secondary  evidence.  Among  other  things,  the  Court  said  :  ''  It 
will  hardly  be  contended,  I  think,  tJiat  a  witness  would  be  allowed  to 
prove  the  contents  of  a  lost  paper  by  recollection,  when  lie  had  in  his  pocket 
a  sworn,  or  even  an  unsworn  copy  made  by  him  at  the  time  the  paper  in 
question  was  written."  The  Court  take  notice  that  •'  In  England, the  rule  as 
to  secondary  proof  seems  of  late  years  to  have  been  much  relaxed,"  citing 
Brown  v.  Woodman,  and  conclude  that  •'  it  would  be  dangerous  to  hold  such 
evidence  admissible." 

Mr.  Chamberlayne  (notes  to  Best  on  Evidence,  p.  SS)  seems  to  adopt  the 
Englisli  rule,  that  the  pi'oduction  of  tlif  inferior  degree  only  goes  to  the 
weight  of  the  evidence.  Thus  one  is  not  bound  to  call  a  living  and  more 
credible  witness.  Stale  v.  Cain.  J)  West  Virginia,  5.5!);  Stevenson  v.  .S7(//(',  s:') 
(ieorgia,  575;  Gocernor  v.  Roberts,  2  Hawks  (\or.  Car.),  20;  Gi-een  v.  Caw- 
thorn,  4  Devereux  Law  (North  Car.),  409.  And  .so  evidence  may  be  given  of 
words  spoken,  although  tlie  speaker  is  in  Court  and  not  ])roduced.  Jind//cr  v. 
Slon/.  K;  New  Hampshire,  KIS;  Fe(dherni<in's  Adm'r  v.  Miller,  45  Penn.  State 
!)().  But  he  admits  the  "strong  tendency  "  low.inl  llie  distinction  of  the  so- 
called  AmiTican  rule  above  stated,  citing  additionally,  llolinis  v.  do  t/ell.  5f^ 
'I'exas,  080 :  J<n/iies\.  llorlmi.'ii)  .Maliania,  238 ;  Parlimdn  v.  Yoiinr/.  2  Dakota, 
175;  Winur  v.  Smith,  22  Oregon.  Hiil  ;  Western  Union  7V/.  Co.  v.  Stevenson,  128 
l\'un.  State,  412;  State  v.  Ilalstead,  73  Iowa.  370 ;  l'<nrell  v.  Wallace,  41 
Kansas,  050  ;  Jackson  v.  Voil.  7  Wendell  (N.  Y.),  125  ;  Gilbert  v.  Moline  Plouyh 
Co..  119  I'uited  States,  491. 

4'liat  tlie  best  evidence  ])rocnia])le  nnist  be  ])ro(bieed  is  lield   in   Harvey  \. 
'J'lio'jie,  2H  Alabama,  250;  05  Am.  Dec.   341;   l'hili/>son  v.  Bates,  2   Missouri, 


i;.  (J.  VOL.  XI.]  SECT.  IV.  —  SECOND.\r;V    EVIDENCE.  507 

Nos.  31,  32.  —  Doe  d.  Gilbert  v.  Ross  ;  Brown  v.  Brown.  —  Notes. 

Ilti;  -J-J  Am  Dec.  141:  VitiKjhau  v.  Phehe,  1  Martin  &  Yerger  (Tennes.Sfe),  1  ; 
17  Am.  Di'c-.  77U  (hearsay  nut  competent  to  prove  a  jiidgineut). 

Oral  evidence  of  the  testimony  of  a  witnes.s  on  a  former  hearing  is  incom- 
petent wliere  it  was  reduced  to  a  deposition  and  is  present  in  Court.  People 
V.  /Itiuhmiiii,  75  ^lichigan,  .";87  ;  1  Lawyers'  llep.  Annotated,  707.  But  con- 
Ira,  where  the  foi-m  of  deposition  was  not  required  by  law,  and  it  does  not 
ai)pear  that  the  testimony  was  so  reduced.  Stale  v.  (I'lbbs,  10  Montana,  21:]; 
10  Lawyei's'  Kep.  Annotated,  71!>. 

Oral  evidence  of  a  lost  public  document  is  competent  unless  a  copy  is 
shown  to  exist.     Hir/f/ins  v.  Reed,  8  Iowa,  208 ;  74  Am.  Dec.  oO-'). 

That  a  lost  will  is  provable  by  parol :  Darls  v.  Slijoumey,  S  Metcalf  (Ma.ss.), 
487;  FoMers  Appeal,  87  Penn.  State,  ()7 ;  oO  Am.  Rep.  olO ;  Apperson  v. 
Cottrell,  3  Porter  (Alabama),  .31  ;  2!)  Am.  Dec.  23.0:  Harris  v.  Harris,  20  New 
York,  4:>3;  Schullz  v.  ScJniltz.  o-j  New  York,  053 ;  Matter  of  Parje,  118  Illinois, 
.HTfi;  oO  Am.  Rep.  30.");  Jones  x.  Casler,  139  Indiana,  382;  47  Am.  St.  Rep. 
274.  In  Wilbourn  v.  ShelK  50  Mississippi,  205;  42  Am.  Rep.  363,  to  cor- 
rect spelling  in  his  will  already  executed,  the  testator  had  it  copied,  and 
undertook  to  execute  the  copy,  and  destroyed  the  original.  The  cojiy  being 
insutticiently  attested,  held,  that  the  original  was  restored  to  force,  and  it.s 
contents  were  sufficiently  established  i>y  the  copy,  with  evidence  of  its  cor- 
rectness and  evidence  of  the  testator's  declarations. 

In  Matter  of  Pof/e,  supra,  the  Court  said:  -That  the  contents  of  a  lost  or 
destroyed  will  may  l>e  proved  by  the  testimony  of  a  single  witness  is  .settled 
in  England  since  the  decision  in  the  great  case  of  Surjden  v.  Lord  St.  Leon- 
ards, 17  Eng.  (Moak's  Notes),  155.  And  a  like  ruling  has  obtained  in  this 
country.  Dicheij  v.  MalecJti,H  Missouri,  177;  s.  c.  ^M  Am.  Dec.  1:!0;  "  and  it 
was  lield  that  tlie  contents  of  the  lost  will  might  be  proved  by  a  single 
Avitness. 

In  ScJiitltz  v.  Sc/iultz,  sitp7-a,  it  was  iield  not  essential  that  tlie  loss  Avas  before 
the  testator's  death.  The  decision  in  Ka/in  v.  Hoes.  14  Miscellaneous  (N.  Y. 
Special  Term).  03,  is  in  conflict  with  this. 

But  the  burden  is  on  the  proponent  to  oveieome  tlie  ]iresuinpti(in  of 
destruction  animo  revocandi.  Coll;/cr  y.  Colh/er.  110  Xew  York,  131:  H  Am. 
St.  Rep.  405;   Tf/nanv.  Paschal,  27  Texas.  286;  84  Am.  Dec.  610. 

The  execution  of  the  lost  will  must  be  proved  in  the  regular  and  pre- 
scribed way.  Fitzgerald  v.  Wynne,  1  App.  Disl.  Columbia.  107:  Tynan  x. 
Paschal, -27  Texas,  286;  84  Am.  Dec.  610;  Kiirheus  v.  Kitchens.  ?>Q  Georgia, 
168 ;  99  Am.  Dec.  4.53. 

It  is  not  nece.ssary  to  prove  the  whole  will  :  so  nnuh  as  is  proved  mav  be 
admitted  to  profeate.     Dicley  v.  Malechi,  supra  :  Jones  x.  Caster,  supra. 
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Section   V.  —  Documents  admisaiblc  per  se. 

Xo.  ;'.3.  —  DOE    J..    WOODMAN   r.    MASON. 
(1793.) 

No.  34. —MARSH    v.    COLLNETT. 

(1798.) 

IIULE. 

The  seal  of  the  Corporation  of  London  h  prima  facie  e\i- 
dence  of  due  execution  by  the  corporation  of  a  document 
bearing  the  seal. 

So  are  the  seals  purporting  to  be  the  seals  of  the  parties 
upon  deeds  thirty  years  old. 

Copies  from  the  transfer  books  kept  at  the  Bank  of 
England  are  admissible  l\v  reason  that,  on  grounds  of  pub- 
lic policy,  the  transfer  books  ought  not  to  be  removed 
from  the  Bank. 

Doe  d.  Woodman  v.  Mason. 

1  Espinas.sc,  -y.l  {:,  ]{.  H.  718). 

Krhlencc.  —  Coiiniioii  Seal  of  Citij  of  London. 

[  53]       In  ejectnieiit,  the.  plaintiff  held  by  lease  under  the  city  of 
London. 
Per    Lord    Kknvox.       The    connnon    seal    of    tlie    city   proves- 
itself. 

Marsh  v.  Collnett. 

•>  Kspiiiassi'  (■)(•).-)-(■)(;(■)  (.5  H.  It.  703). 

Evidence.  —  Copief^  of  Trnnsfer  Bo(d;><  of  VuaiJ:  of  Kiufldnd.  —Deeds  thirty 

i/erirs  old. 

[(JG.O]       Cupics  fniin  llif  tnmsf.T  l)n.,ks  nf  ili.'  Uank    .>f  Kii-land  of  stock  are 
yiHid  *vi(li'i)('(>.      So  arc  ilrcds  fliirty  yrars  old. 

r\is('  foi'  iiioncy  liad  ami  rccciN'cd. 

To  ]iro\f  tlic  tiausFcr  of  a  jiavfe]  of  stock  l)y  tlie  ■|)laintiff  to  the 
name  of  the  dcfcudant.  tlic  )»laintiri"s  couiisrl  oCfcivd  in  (>vidence  a 
copy  of  tlie  transfer,  tak"ii  froni  ih"  liank  l^ook  of  tin'  3  ikt  cents. 
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The  liauk  books  were  in  Cuirt,  Imt  the  cn])y  above  lueiitioned 
Avas  only  offered  in  evidence. 

Gibbs,  for  the  defendant,  objected  to  it,  and  c< intended  tliat  tlie 
books  themselves  were  the  best  evidence,  and  should  be  given  in 
evidence,  and  that  a  copy  was  inadmissible. 

Lord  Kexyon*  said,  they  were  public  books,  which  public  con- 
venience required  should  not  be  removed  fi'om  place  to  }>lace  ; 
iind  thougii  the  books  were  in  Court,  he  would  not,  for  the  sake  of 
example,  break  in  npon  a  rule,  founded  on  that  yirinciple 
of  ])ublic  convenience,  and  re(piire  the  *  production  of  the  [*  666] 
original,  but  admit  a  copy  from  them  in  evidence.  His 
Lordship  added,  he  remembered  a  case  before  Mr.  Justice  Y.vtes, 
where  a  deed  of  thirty  years  being  produced  in  evidence,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  subscribing  witness  was  living,  and  then  actually 
in  Court.  That  learned  Judge  ruled,  that  he  would  not  break  in 
ii[>()n  a  rule  of  evidence  so  well  established,  as  that  deeds  of  thirty 
years'  standing  proved  themselves,  by  requiring  the  subscribing 
Avitness  to  be  called,  but  would  admit  it  without  further  proof. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

As  to  proof  of  execution  by  corporations  generally',  see  Merchants  of 
tlie  Staple  of  England  v.  Bank  of  England.,  Xo.  11  of  ••  Ct»rporation," 
7  R.  C.  333,  334.  As  a  recent  example  of  the  rule  as  to  the  presump- 
tion of  due  execution  of  a  deed  30  years  old,  see  In  re  Atre//,  Airrt/  v. 
^tajdeton  (1896),  1897,  1  Ch.  164,  66  L.  J.  Ch.  152. 

The  following  seals  have  been  judicially  recognised  without  the  aid 
of  any  Act  of  Parliament:  The  Great  Seal  of  the  L^uited  Kingdom, 
and  the  Great  Seals  of  England,  Scotland,  and  Ireland  respectively: 
Lord  Meh-ilh's  Case,  29  Howells.  St.  Tr.  707;  the  Queen's  Privy 
J^eal:  Earjassa's  Case  (1349),  cited  in  0/!re  v.  Guln  (1658),  2  Sid. 
146;  La)ie's  Case  (1587),  2  Co.  Pop.  17  l>.  In  Tooker  x.  Duke  of 
Heaufort  (1756),  Saver,  297,  it  was  held  that  the  exemplification  of  a 
record  of  the  Court  of  Excliequer  under  the  seal  of  that  Court  was 
nibnissible  in  evidence;  and  the  same  rule  has  always  been  assumed  to 
apply  to  all  the  superior  Courts  of  Common  Law.  There  have  been 
several  statutes  making  the  seals  of  other  Courts,  now  merged  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Judicature,  evidence.  And  now,  by  Pules  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  Ord.  61,  r.  7,  "all  copies,  certificates,  and  other  docu- 
ments appearing  to  be  sealed  with  a  seal  of  the  Central  Office,  shall  be 
presumed  to  be  office  copies  or  certificates  or  other  documents  issued 
from   the  Central  ()lfice.  and   if  duly  stanqied   may  be  received  in  evi- 
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deuce."  And  by  tlie  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  Act,  1873  (36  & 
37  Vict.  c.  66),  s.  61,  "all  exemplifications  and  copies"  (of  documents 
issued  out  of  or  filed  ia  a  District  Registry  of  the  Court)  "  purporting 
to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  any  such  District  Registry,  shall  in  all 
parts  of  the  United  Kingdom  be  received  in  evidence  without  further 
proof  thereof."  ■  And  by  the  County  Courts  Act,  1888  (51  &  52  Vict, 
c.  43),  s.  28,  "  a  copy  (of  the  entries  in  the  registrars  book)  bearing  the 
seal  of  the  Court  and  purporting  to  be  signed  and  certified  as  a  true 
copy  by  the  registrar  of  the  Court,  shall  at  all  times  be  admitted  in  all 
Courts  and  places  whatsoever  as  evidence  of  such  entries,  and  of  the 
proceeding  referred  to  by  such  entry  or  entries,  and  of  the  regularity 
of  such  proceeding  without  further  proof."  By  section  180,  it  is 
enacted  that  "for  every  Coixrt  there  shall  be  a  seal  of  the  Court." 
It  is  not  expressly  said  that  the  document  "appearing"  or  "purport- 
ing "  to  be  sealed  is  admissible  in  evidence,  but  doubtless  this  is 
implied  on  the  jn-inciple  of  Doe  d.  Duncan  v.  Edn-ards  (1839),  9  Ad. 
&  El.  554. 

There  are  numerous  statutes  relating  to  public  bodies,  whose  seals 
are  expressly  made  admissible  in  evidence,  without  proof  of  their  gen- 
uineness, or  of  the  authority  to  employ  the  seal.  Amongst  others 
may  be  mentioned  the  seal  of  the  Land  Registry  in  England  (25  & 
26  Vict.  c.  53,  s.  123)  and  *of  the  District  Registry  offices  under  the 
Land  Transfer  Act,  1875  (38  &  39  Vict.  c.  87,  s.  120) ;  of  the  General 
Register  Office  in  England  (6  &  7  Will.  IV.  c.  86,  s.  38;  3  &  4  Vict, 
c.  92,  s.  9)  and  of  Ireland  (26  &  27  Vict.  c.  11,  s.  5);  of  the  Patent 
Office  (46  &  47  Vict.  c.  57,  s.  8);  of  t]io  Record  Office  (1  &  2  Vict.  c. 
94,  ss.  12,  13);  and  of  various  bodies  of  Statutoi-y  Commissioners  on 
Boards,  such  as  the  Charity  Commissioners  for  England  and  Wales, 
tlie  Board  of  Agriculture  (now  representing  the  former  Inclosure 
Commissioners,  Copyhold  Commissioners,  and  Tithe  Commissioners), 
the  Irish  Land  Commission,  &C. 

The  Documentary  Evidence  Act,  1845  (8  &  9  Vict.  c.  113),  effected 
an  important  improvement  in  the  admission  of  a  large  class  of  docu- 
ments as  prima  ff/cu'  evidence.  It  was  enacted  (s.  1)  that  "  whenever 
In'  any  Act  now  in  force  or  hereafter  to  be  in  force  any  certificate, 
official  or  public  document,  or  document  or  proceeding  of  any  corpora- 
tion or  joint  stock  or  other  company,  or  any  certified  copy  of  any  docu- 
ment, bye  law,  entry  in  any  Register  or  other  book,  or  of  any  other 
]»roceeding,  shall  be  receivable  in  evidence  of  any  particular  in  any 
C  turt  of  Justice,  or  before  any  legal  Tribunal,  or  either  House  of 
I'arliament,  or  any  Committee  of  either  House,  or  in  any  judicial 
])n)cecding,  the  same  shall  respectively  be  admitted  in  evidence, 
jtrovided  they  respectively  purport  to  be  sealed   or  impressed  with  a 
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.st;iin[),  (ir  sealed  and  signed,  or  signed  aliiue,  sis  required,  or  impres.sed 
with  a  .stamp  and  signed,  as  directed  by  the  respective  Acts  made  or  to 
be  hereafter  made,  witliout  any  pronf  of  the  seal  or  stamp,  where  a  .seal 
or  stamp  is  iieeessary,  or  of  the  signature  or  of  the  ofticial  character  of 
the  person  appearing  to  have  signeil  the  same,  and  without  any  further 
proof  thereof  in  ev'ery  case  in  which  the  original  record  could  have 
been  received  in  evidence." 

The  late  Judge  Pitt  Taylor,  wIkj  suggested  and  prepared  the  bill  for 
this  Act,  points  out  iii  a  note  that  the  words  after  the  last  comma  were 
added  in  committee  on  the  suggestion  of  some  member  wlio  did  not 
know  what  he  was  about.  It  does  not  appear,  however,  that,  in  prac- 
tice, any  effect  has  been  given  to  tlie  words  as  limiting  the  scope  of 
the  enactment;  and  in  Mr.  Pitt  Lewis's  edition  (Taylor  on  Evidence, 
i)th  ed.  1895)  the  observation  is  omitted. 

By  the  2nd  section  of  the  same  Act,  read  in  connection  with  the 
Judicature  Acts,  all  Courts  are  to  take  judicial  notice  of  the  signature 
of  any  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  when  appended  to 
any  decree,  order,  certificate,  or  other  judicial  or  official  document. 

By  the  3rd  section  it  is  enacted  that  "all  copies  of  private  and  local 
and  personal  Acts  of  Parliament  not  public  Acts,  if  purporting  to  be 
jtrinted  by  the  Queen's  printers,  and  all  copies  of  the  Journals  of 
either  House  of  Parliament,  and  of  Royal  Proclamations,  i)urporting 
to  be  printed  by  the  printers  to  the  Crown  or  by  the  printers  to  either 
House  of  Parliament,  or  by  any  or  either  of  them,  shall  be  a.lmitted  as 
evidence  thereof  by  all  Courts,  Judges,  .Justices,  and  others,  without 
any  proof  being  given  that  such  copies  were  so  printed." 

Some  further  important  facilities  in  the  proof  of  documents  were 
introduced  by  Lord  Brougham's  xVct  of  1851  (14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99), 
the  same  Act  by  which  (s.  2)  parties  in  civil  actions  were  made  com- 
petent and  compellable  to  give  evidence  on  the  trial.  ]5y  section  7  of 
this  Act,  ''all  proclamations,  treaties,  and  other  Acts  of  State  of  any 
Foreign  State  or  of  any  British  Colony,  and  all  judgments,  decrees, 
orders,  and  other  judicial  proceedings  of  any  Court  of  Justice  in  any 
Foreign  State  or  in  any  British  Colony,  and  all  affidavits,  pleadings, 
and  other  legal  documents  filed,  or  deposited  in  any  such  Court,  7iiay 
be  proved  in  any  Court  of  Justice,  or  before  anv  person  having  bv  law 
or  by  consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive,  and  examine  evi- 
dence either  by  examined  copies  or  by  copies  authenticated  as  herein- 
after mentioned;  that  is  to  say,  if  the  document  sought  to  be  proved 
be  a  proclamation,  treaty,  or  other  act  of  State,  the  authenticated  copy 
to  be  admissible  in  evidence  must  purport  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal 
of  the  Foreign  State  or  British  Colony  to  which  the  original  document 
belongs;  and  if  the    document  sought  to    be  proved   be  a   judgment, 
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decree,  order,  or  other  judicial  proceeding  of  any  Foreign  or  Colonial 
Court,  or  an  aftidavit.  pleading,  or  other  legal  document  filed  or  de- 
posited in  any  such  Court,  the  authenticated  copy  to  be  admissible  in 
evidence  must  purport  either  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  Foreign 
or  Colonial  Court  to  wliich  the  original  document  belongs,  or,  in  the 
event  of  such  Court  having  no  seal,  to  be  signed  b\'  the  Judge,  or,  if 
there  be  more  than  one  Judge,  by  any  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  said 
Court,  and  such  Judge  shall  attach  to  his  signature  a  statement  in 
writing  on  the  said  copy  that  the  Court  whereof  he  is  a  Judge,  has  no 
seal;  but  if  any  of  the  aforesaid  authenticated  copies  shall  purport  to 
be  sealed  or  signed  as  hereinbefore  respectivelj'  directed,  the  same  shall 
respectively  be  admitted  in  evidence  in  every  case  in  which  tl>e 
original  document  could  have  been  received  in  evidence,  without  any 
proof  of  the  seal  where  a  seal  is  necessary,  or  of  the  signature,  or  of 
the  truth  of  the  statement  attached  thereto,  where  such  signature  and 
statement  are  necessar}-.  or  of  the  judicial  character  of  the  person 
appearing  to  have  made  such  signature  and  statement." 

By  sections  9  and  10,  documents  admissible  in  evidence  in  England 
or  Ireland  respectively  (without  proof  of  the  seal  or  stamp  or  signature 
or  judicial  or  official  character  of  the  person  signing)  are  made  likewise 
admissible  in  Ireland  and  England  respectively.  And  b_y  section  11 
the  same  documents  are  to  be  likewise  admissible  in  evidence  in  any 
Court  in  any  British  Colon}'. 

"British  Colony,"  by  section  19  of  the  Act,  is  construed  -to  include 
all  British  possessions  (except  Scotland) ;  but  sect.  11  is  repealed  as 
to  India  by  8.  L.  R.  Act  1875.  The  enactment  is  made  unnecessary 
for  India,  by  the  Indian  Evidence  Act,  1872,  s.  82. 

By  section  14  of  the  same  Act,  "Whenever  any  book  or  other  docu- 
ment is  of  sucli  a  public  nature  as  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  on  its 
mere  production  from  the  proper  custody,  and  no  statute  exists  which 
renders  its  contents  provable  by  means  of  a  copy,  any  copy  thereof  or 
extract  therefrom  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence  in  any  Court  of 
Justice,  or  before  any  person  now  or  hereafter  having  by  law  or  by 
consent  of  parties  authority  to  hear,  receive  and  examine  evidence, 
provided  it  l>e  proved  to  be  an  examined  co])y  or  exti-act,  or  ])rovided  it 
pm-port  to  be  signed  and  (;ei-tiHed  as  a  true  copy  or  extract  by  the 
olhcer  to  whose  custody  the  original  is  intrusted.'' 

It  is  to  be  obser\ed  tliat  so  far  as  this  section  aut  lioi-ises  the  use  of 
an  examined  copy,  it  adds  little,  if  anything,  to  tlie  facilities  already 
recognised  by  the  common  law;  for  it  was  ali-e.idy  regarded  as  a  rule 
of  coniiiioii  law,  tliaf  whenever  a  book  is  of  such  a  ]iuiilic  nature  as  to 
be  admissible  in  evidence  on  its  mere  j.rodiict  ion  from  the  ])roj)er 
custody,  its  contents  may  be  pro\  ed  by  an  authentic  copy;    and  a  copy 
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mudc  and  suoni  to  by  a  compt'tcnt  witness  lias  long  been  regarded  as 
autlientic.  Sec,  beside.s  the  above  princi[ial  case  of  Muriilt  v.  CoUnett, 
Li/nch  V.   Clei-k,  Xo.  27,  p.  450,  ante,  o  Salk.   154,  ])er  Holt,  C.  J., 

2  Dougl.  59.'>,  //.  3  ;  Hex  v.  Ilnlns,  Comb.  337;  Hue  v.  Nuthroi', 
1   Ld.  Raym.  154. 

By  the  Bankers'  Books  Evidence  Act,  187D  (42  eK:  43  Vict.  c.  11), 
sections  3,  4,  &  5,  a  copy  of  any  entry  in  a  banker's  book  is  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  entry  and  of  the  matters  therein  recorded  —  it  having 
been  first  proved  (by  oral  or  affidavit  evidence  of  an  officer  uf  the  l)ankj 
that  the  book  was  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  entry  one  of  the 
ordinary  books  of  the  bank,  and  that  the  entry  was  made  in  the  usual 
and  ordinary-  course  of  business,  and  that  the  book  is  in  the  custody  or 
control  of  the  bank;  and  also  (by  oral  or  affidavit  evidence  by  a  person 
who  has  made  the  examination)  that  the  copy  has  been  examined  with 
the  original  entry  and  found  correct. 

AMERICAN'   NOTES. 

The  great  seal  of  the  State  or  Government  proves  itself  :  Gunn  v.  Peakes, 

36  Minnesota.  177 ;  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  661  ;  Lazier  v.  Weatcott,  "26  New  York, 
146 ;  82  Am.  Dec.  404.  So  of  seals  of  foreign  Courts  :  1  Greenleaf  on  Evi- 
dence, sect.  5;  Delajield  v.  Hdnrf.  :3  Johnson  (X.  Y.).  314.  So  of  domestic 
Courts :     Chase  v.  HatJiawai/,  11   Massachusetts,  222  ;  Jiulr/e.  tS'c.  v.  Brit/r/s, 

3  Xevv  Hampshire,  309. 

That  ancient  deeds  prove  themselves,  without  producing  or  accounting  for 
the  subscribing  witnesses,  is  affirmed  bj-  Greenleaf  (1  Evidence,  .sects.  21, 
570),  citing  Marsh  v.  CoUnett:  and  to  this  effect  are  Jackson  v.  Blanshan. 'i 
Johnson  (N.  Y.),  202;  Winn  v.  Patterson.  9  Peters  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.),  67d ; 
llenthorn  v.  Doe,  1  Blackford  (Indiana),  157 ;  Dennett  v.  Runi/on,  4  Dana 
(Kentucky),  422;  Northrop  v.  Wrirjht,  24  AVendell  (X.  Y.).  221;  King  v. 
Little,  1  dishing  (Mass.),  436;  Settle  v.  Alison,  8  Georgia.  2(»1  :  .')2  Am.  Dec. 
393;  Fairly  y.  Fairly,  38  Mississippi,  280  ;  Bank  of  Miildlehnrii  v.  Rutland, 
33  Vermont,  414;  Carter  v.  Doe,  21  Alabama,  72;  Glasscock  v.  Hughes,  55 
Texas,  461  ;  McRrynolds  v.  Longenherger,  57  Peun.  State.  13  ;  Little  x.  Downing, 

37  Xew  Hampshire,  365  ;  Duncan  v.  Beard,  2  Xott  &  McC'ord  (So.  Car.), 
400 ;  Clark  v.  Owe/ts,  18  Xew  York,  434 ;  Burgin  v.  Chenault,  9  B.  Monroe 
(Kentucky),  285;  Weitman  v.  Thiof,  64  Georgia,  11;  Jackson  v.  Davis,  5 
Cowen  (X.  Y.),  123;  15  Am.  Dec.  4.")1  ;  Crane  v.  MarshaU.  16  Maine,  27;  33 
Am.  Dec.  631  ;  Greenfield  v.  Camden.  74  Maine.  56  ;  White  v.  Hatchings,  40 
Alabama,  253;  88  Am.  Dec.  766;  Frost  v.  Wolf  77  Texas,  455;  19  Am.  St. 
Hep.  761.  So  as  to  ancient  wills.  Jackson  v.  Blanshan.  3  Johnson  (Xew 
York),  292 ;  3  Am.  Dec.  485. 

In  Tolman  v.  Emerson,  4  Pickering  (Mass.),  160.  there  was  a  dictum  \>y 
Parker,  C.  J.,  that  if  the  .subscribing  witness  was  alive  he  nuist  be  called  ; 
but  Greenleaf  denies  its  authority. 

If  the  deed  was  executed  by  one  acting  in  a  fiduciary  character,  his  power 
must  l>e  shown  :  Fell  v.  Young,  63  Illinois,  108;  and  this  was  the  decision  in 
VOL.  XI.  —  33 
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To'maii  V.  Emerxon,  supra:  "If  a  power  be  recorded,  so  that  the  evidence  is 
perpetuated,  there  can  be  no  reason  for  admitting  the  deed  without  the  power, 
however  ancient  it  may  be,  for  tliere  is  certain  proof  to  be  obtained,  for 
whicli  a  mere  presumption  ought  not  be  substituted." 

The  cases  cited  agree  that  it  nmst  be  shown  that  tlie  deed  came  from  a 
reputable  and  proper  custody-,  and  that  possession  was  held  under  it ;  see 
Dac'uhon  v.  Murnsan,  86  Kentucky,  o07  ;  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  295.  Selden,  J., 
says,  in  (JIarL  v.  Uwens,  18  New  York,  Ail  -.  "  In  England,  if  the  deed  appears  to 
have  been  in  existence  for  thirty  years,  and  during  that  time  to  have  been  in 
the  proper  custody,  it  is  held  to  be  admissible  without  further  proof.  In  this 
State  however  something  more  has  been  generally  required.  There  must 
not  only  be  direct  proof  or  evidence  warranting  the  inference  that  the 
deed  has  been  in  existence  for  thirty  years,  but  something  in  addition  to  es- 
tablish the  authenticity  of  the  instrument.  If  possession  has  accompanied 
the  deed  for  that  length  of  time  that  is  enough.  If  not,  other  circumstances 
may  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  necessary  presumption 
in  favor  of  the  deeds."  To  this  effect:  Carter  v.  Doe,  21  Alabama,  72; 
Doe  V. /loe,  ol  Georgia,  503;  IJcthjer  v.  Ward,  15  B.  Monroe  (Kentucky), 
106.  "  Mere  antiquity  of  a  deed,  v>here  nothing  has  been  done  under  it,  is  a 
circumstance  to  discredit,  rather  than  to  authenticate  it":  per  Bronson,  J., 
in  Wlllson  V.  Betts,  i  Denio  (N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.).  201. 


No.  35.  —  ATTORNEY-GENERAL  v.   THEAKSTONE. 
(EX.  1820.) 

RULE. 

The  "  Gazette  "  is  sufficient  evidence  of  a  proclamation 
issued  under  an  Order  in  Council ;  because  it  is  a  public  act 
regarding  the  Crown  and  Government,  and  must  pass  the 
Great  Seal  before  it  can  be  admitted  into  the  "  Gazette." 

Attorney-General  v.  Theakstone. 

8  Price  89-93  (2i>  H.  U.  :iC>). 
Evidence.  —  GazeUe. 

[89]  A  verdict  having  been  found  for  tin;  Crown  on  the  trial 
of  this  information  at  the  sittings  after  last  Trinity  Term, 
Jervis,  in  the  course  of  the  following  Michaelmas  Terra,  ob- 
tained an  order  (upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial)  that  the  matter 
should  stand  over,  and  that  the  entering  up  of  the  judgment  should 
in  tlio  mean  time  be  stayed  until  further  order. 

The  iuformatiou  was  filed  for  the  condemnation  of  tlic  defend- 
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auts'  vessel,  on  a  forfeiture  under  the  33  Geo.  IIT.  c.  2,  s.  4,  for 
liaving  on  board,  whilst  loading  for  Pernambuco,  gunpowder,  an 
article  at  that  time  prohibited,  by  proclamation  under  an  Order  in 
Council,  to  be  exported  or  carried  coastwise. 

The  cause  having  been  called  on  for  trial,  and  the  case  stated 
to  the  jury,  the  "Gazette"  of  Tuesday,  the  26th  May,  1818 
(wherein  the  Order  in  Council  in  (piestiun  was  published),  was  put 
in  and  read,  upon  which,  — 

Jervis  objected  that  it  was  usual  and  necessary  to  prove 
the  Order  in  Council,  by  production  of  the  *  original,  and  by   [*  90] 
proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  Lords  of  Council,  stating, 
that  in  a  great  many  cases  of  impressing  seamen  (the  authority  for 
which  is  an  Order  in  Council  and  a  proclamation)  the  original  order 
had  always  been  produced. 

In  answer  to  that  objection  the  case  of  Tlic  King  v.  Holt,  5  T.  E. 
436,  was  cited,  in  which  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  decided  on 
the  argument  of  that  objection,  that  addresses  of  liodies  of  subjects 
offering  their  loyalty  at  the  foot  of  the  Throne,  and  received  l)y 
the  King  in  his  public  capacity,  became  acts  of  State,  and  as  such 
acts  are  announced  to  the  public  in  the  "  Gazette  ;  "  the  "  Gazette  " 
is  an  authoritative  mean  of  proving  it,  as  it  is  an  act  relating  to 
the  King  and  the  State. 

The  Chief  Baron,  however,  observed,  that  to  obviate  the  doubt 
as  to  the  legality  of  the  mode  of  proof,  he  would  rather  have  the 
Order  in  Council  itself  proved  ;  and  a  witness  from  the  Council 
Office  was  called  for  that  purpose.  He  produced  the  original  draft 
of  the  minute  of  the  order,  which  he  stated  to  be  the  only  docu- 
ment remaining  in  the  office,  and  that  the  paper  was  considered  in 
the  office  as  the  original  Order  in  Council.  It  appeared,  however,  on 
his  cross  examination,  that  the  paper  produced  was  the  same  draft 
that  had  been  prepared  in  October,  1817,  when  the  previous  order 
prohibiting  the  exportation  of  gunpowder  was  made,  and 
that  the  paper  was  again  *  used  as  the  draft  of  the  further  [*  91] 
order  for  the  same  purpose,  in  May,  1818,  when  the  pre- 
vious order  expired.  He  also  proved  that  such  orders  are  not 
signed  either  by  the  Prince  Eegent,  or  the  clerk  of  the  Council  in 
waiting  ;  and  that  the  name  of  the  clerk  is  only  attached  to  the 
minute  of  the  order,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  he  was  in 
attendance  at  the  time  when  it  was  made.  That  from  the  rough 
draft  of   these  orders  different  copies  are  issued  to  the  Commis- 
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sioners  for  executing  the  office  of  Lord  High  Admiral,  tlie 
Wardens  of  the  Cinque  Ports,  and  other  officers  of  State  —  that 
the  one  produced  Avas  the  original  and  only  nnnute  of  the  oider 
deposited  in  the  Council  Office,  and  that  no  entry  of  it  had  yet 
been  made  in  the  books. 

The  Chief  Bakon  ultimately  told  the  jury  that  he  had  thought 
it  proper  for  the  present  to  overrule  the  point  made  by  the  defend- 
ants' counsel,  and  when  the  period  should  arrive  that  the  question 
could  be  discussed,  the  defendants  would  have  all  the  advantage 
that  could  be  derived  from  the  objection  which  had  been  taken, 
- — that  there  was  nothing  for  the  jury  to  .consider,  —  and  under 
these  circumstances  he  directed  them  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
Crown,  which  was  accordingly  done. 

The  claimants  having  afterwards  brought  an  action  against  the 
person  who  was  said  to  have  put  the  gunpowder  on  board, 
[*  92]  without  the  *  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  claimants,  it 
came  on  to  be  tried  at  the  last  Lancaster  Assizes,  and  a  ver- 
dict was  found  for  the  plaintiff"  (the  present  defendants)  for  X1500, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  ]\Ir.  Baron  Wood  and  Mr.  Justice  Bayley, 
whether  the  "  Gazette  "  was  legal  evidence  of  the  Order  in  Council. 

Jervis,  in  the  course  of  last  Michaelmas  Term,  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  objection  taken  by  him  at  the  sittings, 
when,  — 

The  Loud  Chief  Baeon  observed,  that  he  had  himself  no  doubt 
upon  the  point  that  the  "  Gazette  "  was  evidence  of  the  proclama- 
tion, because,  before  it  can  be  inserted,  it  passes  the  Great  Seal ; 
and  he  stated  that  he  had  been  informed  that  it  had  been  admitted 
in  evidence  under  similar  circumstances  in  a  very  highly  criminal 
case.  His  Lordship  also  added,  that  in  conversation  with  a  very 
learned  person,  who  had  been  Attorney-General  for  many  years,  he 
had  learnt  that  it  had  been  so  decided  in  his  time,  when  it  was 
much  doubted  by  persons  who  had  afterwards  admitted  that  there 
was  no  solid  foundation  for  such  doubt. 

Gai;i;()W,  IUutju,  suggested,  that  as  the  same  ])oint  had  been  r,e- 
served  at  Lancaster,  it  would  be  pro])er  and  conNcnicnt  that  the 
matter  should  await  the   decision  in   that  case,  when    it  might  be 

nirMitioiied  again. 
[*  03]        *  That  suggestion   iK'ing  ado])ted,  the   Court  granted  the 
rule,  which 

Clarke  now  prayi^d  niiglit  be;  discharged  —  submitting  that  this 
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was  the  only  instance  in  whicli  sucli  an  order  had  ever  been  made 
by  the  Court :  aiul  he  urged,  that  it  wouhl  be  of  nnsohi(;vous  con- 
sequences as  a  precedent,  if  it  were  aUowed  to  stand  ;  for  it  might 
have  the  effect  of  dehiying  the  judgment  of  tlie  Crown  indefinitely. 
The  Judges,  who  tried  the  cause  at  Lancaster,  might  think  proper  to 
wait  for  the  determination  of  this  Court;  and  the  parties  in  that 
cause  might,  after  all,  bring  a  writ  of  error  ;  while  in  the  mean 
time  a  considerable  expense  was  incurred  by  keeping  charge  of  the 
vessel,  which  was  daily  decreasing  in  value. 

Jervis  stated  that  he  did  not  oppose  the  motion,  the  point  liav- 
ing  been  disposed  of. 

Per  Cukia:\i.  Order  discharged. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

The  "  Gazette  "  is  simply  evidence  of  tlie  fact  that  public  notilication 
has  been  made;  but  something  more  may  be  neces^r}'  to  charge  any 
individual  with  having  had  notice;  e.g.,  the  master  of  a  vessel  who 
had  sailed  (on  a  voyage  to  the  blockaded  post)  after  the  notification. 
The  Xeptunus  (1799),  2  C.  Rob.  110. 

As  to  a  notice  of  dissolution  of  jiartnersliij).  tbe  advertisement  in  the 
"Gazette"  is  sufficient  for  all  persons  who  liad  no  previous  dealings  witli 
the  firm;  but  in  order  that  persons  who  have  had  previous  dealings 
may  be  affected  with  notice  of  the  change,  tliere  must  be  some  evidence 
of  notice  or  knowledge.  Proof  of  a  circular  having  been  sent  to  that 
person  would  bo  suiiicient;  and  in  the  absence  of  this,  it  is  a  question 
-  for  a  jury  whether  the  person  who  so  dealt  with  tbe  firm  bad  notice  or 
not.  (iraham  v.  Hope  (1793),  1  Peake.  20S.  3  R.  R.  671;  Bart  v. 
Alexander  (1837),  7  C.  &  P.  746  ;  Partnership  Act,  1890  (53  &  r)4 
Vict.  c.  39),  s.  36. 

A^^E1{ICA\  NOTES. 

Greenleaf  cites  the  principal  case.  Imt  there  are  very  few  analogies  to  it  in 
our  l>ooks.  Printed  copies  of  public  documents,  transmitted  to  Congress  bv 
the  President,  and  jirinteu  by  tlie  Congressional  printer,  are  evidence  of  those 
documents:  lladdiff  v.  United  Ins.  Co.,  7  Johnson  (X.  Y.),  o8 ;  Grei/ii 
V.  Fin-gijlh, '2^  \lo\\-M(\  (U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.).  170:  (.\merican  State  Papers).  A 
proclamation  of  a  Governor  of  a  State,  declaring  who  is  elected  to  Congress. 
is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  matters  stated.  Lurton  v.  Gilliam,  2  Illinois, 
577.  Printed  copies  of  a  volume  printed  by  order  of  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  containing  letters  to  and  from  various  officers  of  state,  are  evi- 
dence of  the  contents  of  the  originals  :  Wkitnn  v.  Albany,  ^c.  Ins.  Co.,  109 
Massachusetts,  30  ;  but  not  of  the  existence  of  facts  therein  stated:  CnsJiinfj 
V.  Nantaskct  B.  R.  Co.,  113  ^Massachusetts,  T'^.     Kent,   C.   J.,  savs  in  Rnd- 
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cliff  V.  United  Ins.  Co.,  supra,  "  A  greater  strictness  of  i>ru()f,  in  respect  to 
such  public  matters  of  state,  and  when  they  are  introduced  coUaterally,  and 
not  as  matter  of  fact  in  issue,  would  be  inconvenient,  and  is  not  now  in 
practice  i-equired."  This  was  in  respect  to  a  letter  fi'oni  Canning  to  Pinkney, 
showing  blockade  of  St.  Lucar  by  the  English. 


Section    VI.  —  Special  Points  as  to  Effect  of  Evidence. 

No.  36.  —  GOODKKIHT    d.    STP:VENS   v.    MOSS. 
(K.  B.  1777.) 

No.  37.  — THE   AYLESFOPJ)    PEEEAGE. 

(n.    L.   COMMITTEE   FOR    I'KIVILECiES,    1885.) 
lULE. 

A  PARENT  cannot  give  evidence  tending  to  bastardise  the 
issue  born  during  the  continuance  of  lawful  wedlock. 

The  evidence  of  a  parent  not  tending  diiecth'  to  bastar- 
dise issue  does  not  become  inadmissible  merely  because,  if 
coupled  with  other  evidence,  it  would  prove  a  child  born 
during  the  continuance  of  a  marriage  to  be  a  bastard. 

Declarations  as  to  legitimacy  are  admissible  as  evidence 
of  conduct,  although  the  person  making  them  would  not 
be  entitled  to  make  the  statement  in  the  witness  box. 

Goodright  d.  Stevens  v.  Moss. 

2  Cowper,  .51(1 -.'iitS. 

[."jOI]       Gonoral  declarations,  or  the  answer  of  a  i)arciit  in   Chancery,  an;  good 
evidence,  after  the  death  of  sucli  parent,  to  prove   that   a  chihl  wi\s  born 
bcfori'  iiiarriai,'^*',  but  not  to  prove  that  a  cliild  Ixn'n  in  wcdloclc  is  a  bastard. 

Upon  show i  no  cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  granted  in 
this  case,  Mr.  .liistiee  Willes  reported  from  Mr.  Baron  Evke  as 
follows :  — 

This  was  an  ci(^ctinent  for  two  nicssua<fes,  Sic,  demised  by 
Samuel  Stevens  on  the  1st  of  Marrh,  177f),  for  seven  years.  I'lea, 
iu)t  ouilty.      Verdict  for  the  plaiiiliir. 
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The  lessor  of  the  pLiintitl'  claimed  to  he  entitled  to  the  premises 
for  which  the  ejectment  was  hrought,  as  cousin  and  heir-at-law 
of  Ann  Stevens,  who  died  seised;  and  the  only  (question  in  the 
cause  was,  whether  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  was  the  legitimate 
son  of  Francis  and  ^lary  Ste\'ens,  or  was  horn  of  ]\Iary  before 
their  marriage.  For  tlie  i)laintiff,  the  register  of  the  marriaoe  of 
Francis  Stevens  and  Mary  Packer,  dated  Xovember  2nd,  1  70;!,  and 
the  register  of  the  birth  of  the  less(jr  of  the' plaintiff,  in  the  fol- 
lowing words,  "  Christenings  1704,  Samuel  son  of  Francis  and 
Mary  Stevens  baptized  July  Md,"  were  produced.  It  was  insisted, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  "  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff'  was 
born  and  privately  baptized  lief  ore  the  marriage,  and  that  there 
was  a  public  baptism  after  the  marriage, "  which  accounted  for  the 
register.  They  tirst  offered  witnesses  to  general  declarations  by 
the  father  and  mother,  that  Samuel,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff, 
was  born  before  marriage,  which  evidence  Mj.  Baron  Eyre  was  of 
opinion  to  reject.  They  also  offered  evidence,  that  there  was  a 
general  reputation  in  the  place  where  the  father  and  mother  and 
Samuel  resided,  "  tliat  he  was  born  bef(n-e  marriage;"  which  Mr. 
JJaron  Fa'KV.  was  likewise  of  opinion  to  reject.  They  further 
offered  to  produce  one  Joseph  iJowsell  as  a  witness,  to  prove  that 
he  had  heard  one  Crips  say  many  times  "  that  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  was  a  baseborn  child, "  wliich  evidence  was  rejected : 
And  lastly,  they  offered  an  answer  of  the  mother  of  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  to  a  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  by  the  committee 
of  Ann,  a  lunatic,  the  person  last  seised,  against  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff"  and  his  mother;  in  which  answer  the  mother  declared 
him  to  be  illegitimate;  that  he  was  born  before  marriage  and  pri- 
vately baptised ;  and  again  publicly  baptised  after  the  marriage : 
Which  evidence  Mr.  Baron  Eyke  was  also  of  opinion  to  reject. 
Whereupon  a  verdict  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  s.cbject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  upon  these  points  of  evidence. 

*  Mr.  llowaith  and  ]\Ir.  Jones  now  showed  cause,  and  [*  592] 
insisted,  that  though  the  testimony  of  parents  in  their  life- 
time, or  their  declarations  after  their  decease,  might  be  admissible 
in  cases  where  proof  of  the  marriage  was  presumptive  only,  as  by 
cohabitation,  or  general  reputation  ;  yet  neither  their  declarations, 
nor  their  personal  testimony  could  be  admitted  to  bastardise  their 
issue ;  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  fact  of  the  marriage  was  actually 
proved.      If   so,    the   evidence    offered   was    rightly    rejected.      In 
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support  of  this  position  they  cited  the  following  authorities:  Rex 
V.  Iiihahitd.Rts  of  Bcadiiuj,  Mich.,  8  Geo.  II.,  B.  E. ,  Cases  temp. 
Lord  Hardwieke,  79;  Bex  v.  Rook,  Mich.,  26  Geo.  II.,  B.  E., 
1  Wils.  340;  Rex  v.  Inhahita nts  of  St.  Peter's,  Woreester,  Bur. 
Set.  Cas.  25  ;  Rex  v.  Tnhahitanis  of  Stocldand,  Bur.  Set.  Cas.  506 ; 
8-  Mod.  180 ;  Code,  lib.  2,  tit.  4,  lex  26,  lib.  8,  tit.  47,  lex  6, 
9,  10;  Dig.  lib.  5,  tit.  2,  27,  lib.  22,  tit.  3,  29. 

Lord  Mansfield.  All  the  cases  cited  are  cases  relative  to 
children  born  in  wedlock  :  and  the  law  of  England  is  clear,  that 
the  declarations  of  a  father  or  mother  cannot  be  admitted  to  bas- 
tardise the  issue  born  after  marriage.  But  here  the  evidence 
offered  is  only  to  prove  the  time  when  the  issue  was  ]»orn;  and  to 
show  whether  it  was  before  the  marriage  or  after.  The  objection 
that  is  made  to  it  goes  a  great  way  indeed;  for  it  goes  to  this: 
that  even  if  the  father  and  mother  were  alive,  their  own  testimony 
could  not  have  been  received. 

Mr.  "Wallace   and   Mr.    Bower,   I'ontrK,  in    support  of   the   rule, 
admitted  the  fact  of  the  marriage,  but  nevertheless  contended  the 
evidence   offered   ought  to  have  been  received.      Tliat   the  legiti- 
macy of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiti'  did  not  depend  u])on  whether 
F.  Stevens  or  a  third  person  was  his  father,  supposing  him  to  be 
actually  born  in  wedlock  :  but  u})on  the  fact,  whether  he  was  born 
in  wedlock    or   not.      That   the   register,   though   evidence   of   his 
l)ein"  the  son  of  M.  and  F. ,  was  by  no  means  conclusive  as  to  the 
time  of  the  birth.      What,  then,  is  the  best  evidence  the  nature 
of  the  thing  will  admit  of  ?     Most  clearly  the  testimouy  of  the 
parents   themselves,    if    alive;  especially  of    the   mother.      If   so, 
why  are  not  her  declarations  to  be  received  after  her  death.      [Lord 
^Mansfield.      Su])pose  the  father  had  entered  the  day  or  hour  of 
tlie  child's  Inrtli  in  a  leaf  of  liis  Iiible,  would  not  that  have  been 
evidence?     Most  undoubtedly  it  would.]     And   though  there  are 
many   distinctions    in   the   books,   as   to    how   far    an    answer,    or 
depositions   in   one  suit  may,  or  may  not,  be  read   in  another  suit 
not  between   the   same   ]iarties  ;    the    mother's   answer   in 
[*  593]    '  riiinieery  is  here  olfered  only  as  a  solemn  declaration  by 
licr  ill  her  lifetime.      In  (|uestioiis  of  pedigree,  declarations 
of   iieisons  of  (lie  family  have  l)een   friMpieiitly  admitted.      Barents 
have    been    examined    in    Court :  and    in    Ilex    v.     I nhaUtants  of 
Reftdiiuj,   Cas.    tem]».    Lord   llardwicke,    79,    tlie   mother   was   ad- 
mitted   to   Drove   evervtliiug   Iml    the  want   of   access,  though    the 
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child  was  boni  in  wedlock.  [Lord  Maxsfiei.h.  It  was  foiniLTly 
held,  that  if  the  liusband  was  within  the  four  seas  at  the  time  the 
child  was  born,  no  evidence  could  be  admitted  to  prove  it  was 
illegitimate;  l)ut  that  doctrine  was  overruled  in  the  case  of  Pendrd 
V.  Pendrel,  '1  Str.  925;  and  from  that  time  the  law  lias  been 
settled  the  other  way.      '.)  V.  AVms.  276.] 

Lord  Mansfield.  The  wliole  of  this  evidence  lias  been  rejected. 
If  any  part  of  it  ought  to  have  been  received  that  is  material, 
there  ought  t(j  be  a  now  trial ;  and  there  can  be  no  ddubt  of  its 
being  material. 

This  case  has  been  argued  at  the  bar  with  a  greater  latitude 
than  I  thought  it  could  have  been.  Two  questions  have  been 
made :  1st,  Whether  the  father  and  mother  could  have  been 
examined,  if  alive.  2ndly,  If  they  could,  whether  their  declara- 
tions, though  ever  so  solemn,  can  be  admitted  as  evidence  after 
their  death.  In  this  case  there  is  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the 
marriage.  But  there  is  no  evidence  of  the  time  of  the  birth.  The 
register  only  proves  the  christening ;  hwi  no n  constat  hovn  t\\Qncii, 
when  the  child  was  born.  As  to  the  first  question,  I  should  as 
soon  have  expected  to  hear  it  disputed,  whether  the  attesting  wit- 
nesses to  a  bond  could  be  admitted  to  prove  the  l)ond.  I  have 
known  it  done  over  and  over  again  :  and  it  is  much  too  clear  to 
admit  of  a  doubt.  In  this  Court,  at  Xisi  Prius,  a  mother  was 
allowed  to  prove  a  clandestine  marriage  at  the  Fleet,  and  no  other 
evidence  was  given  to  show  the  legitimacy  of  the  child.  A  great 
estate  was  recovered  upon  her  single  testimony,  and  no  objection 
whatever  started  as  to  the  admissibility  of  it.  In  Lord  Valcntia'a 
Case,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  adjudged  April  22nd,  1771,  where  the 
question  was.  Whether  the  P'arl  of  Anglesea  was  married  to  the 
Countess  Dowager  of  Anglesea  on  the  loth  of  September,  1741, 
prior  to  the  birth  t»f  Lord  A'alentia,  their  son,  who  was  born  in 
the  year  1744,  the  Countess  Dowager,  having  no  interest,  was 
admitted  as  a  witness  to  prove  the  fact  of  the  marriage.  In 
Stapijlton  V.  StapyUon,  1  Atk.  2,  upon  an  issue  to  try  whether 
the  plaintiff  was  legitimate  or  not,  the  mother  attended  at  Guild- 
hall to  prove  he  was  illegitimate.  But  it  happened  that  she  had 
made  an  attidavit,  in  which  she  had  sworn  that  she  and 
her  *  husband  had  been  married  long  before  the  plaintift'  [*  ri04] 
was  born ;  and  this  affidavit  was  intended  to  be  used 
against  her.      I'pon  this  fact  being  known,  it  was  thought  prudent 
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not  to  call  her :  but  there  was  not  an  idea  on  either  side,  that  she 
was  not  a  proper  witness  to  the  fact  of  the  marriage.  As  to  the 
time  of  the  birth,  the  father  and  mother  are  the  most  proper  wit- 
nesses to  prove  it.  But  it  is  a  rule,  founded  in  decency,  morality, 
and  policy,  that  they  shall  not  be  permitted  to  say  after  marriage 
that  they  have  had  no  connection,  and  therefore  tliat  the  offspring 
is  spvirious ;  more  especially  the  mother,  who  is  tlie  offending 
party.  That  point  was  solemnly  determined  at  the  delegates. 
But  the  question  of  access  or  non-access  is  totally  different  from 
giving  evidence  of  the  time  of  the  birth.  The  next  question  is, 
Whether  the  declarations  of  the  father  and  mother,  in  their  life- 
time, can  be  admitted  in  evidence  after  their  death  ?  Tradition  is 
sufficient  in  point  of  pedigree  :  Circumstances  may  be  })roved :  For 
instance:  Suppose  from  the  hour  of  one  child's  birth  to  the  death 
of  its  parent  it  had  always  been  treated  as  illegitimate,  and 
another  introduced  and  considered  as  the  heir  of  the  family,  that 
would  be  good  evidence.  An  entry  in  a  father's  family  Bible,  an 
inscription  on  a  tombstone,  a  pedigree  hung  up  in  the  family 
mansion  (as  the  Duke  of  Buckingham's  was),  — aVe  all  good  evi- 
dence. So  the  declarations  of  parents  in  tlieir  lifetime.  I  have 
known  advice  given  to  a  father  and  mother  to  make  attested 
declarations  in  writing  under  their  hand  of  the  })recise  time  of  the 
birth  of  the  l)astard  eigne  and  tlie  sul)sequent  marriage,  to  pre- 
vent controversy  in  tlie  family  tou(;liing  the  inheritance.  If  the 
credit  of  such  declarations  is  impeached,  it  must  lie  left  to  the 
jury  to  judge  of.  As  to  the  declaration  made  by  the  mother 
of  the  present  plaintiff,  in  her  answer  to  the  bill  filed  against 
her  in  the  (>)urt  of  Chancery,  it  is  not  like  offering  a  deposition 
or  an  answer  in  evidence  against  a  person  not  a  party  to  the 
original  suit.  That  cannot  be  done  for  this  reason;  because  such 
pefson  has  it  not  in  his  ])ower  to  cross-examine.  ])Ut  here  the 
answer  is  olfered  only  as  evidence  under  her  hand,  of  lier  liaving 
made  such  declaration.  Tlu'refoi'c  1  am  of  ojunion,  that  as  ])art 
of  tlie  cvidiuice,  wliich  was  niiiterial  in  lliis  case,  and  which 
ouglit  to  have  lieen  admitted,  was  I'cjccted,  Ihcic  niust  \)o.  a  new 
trial. 

Aston,  J.      1  am   of  the  same  o])inion.       I   think   icjecting  the 

general   ileclarations   of   the   father   and   mother  was  wrong:   and 

licrc  the  declarations  are  not  inconsistent  with  tlie  register, 

[*5f>r)j    *  but  are    rather   strengthened  by  it.      For    if    tlie  child 
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was  ])()rii  after  the  luaniage,  the  mother  did  nut  go  above  eight 
months. 

WiLLES,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Per  Curiam.  Rule  for  a  new  trial  absolute. 

The  Aylesford  Peerage. 

11  A])]).  Cas.  1-19. 

Evidence.  —  Lef/itimaci/.  —  Paternity  of  Child  horn  in  Wi'dloclc  —  Hus-     [1] 
hand  and  Wife,  Statements  h)/,  as  to  Fateniiti/. 

Where  the  legitimacy  of  a  child  born  in  wedlock  i.s  in  issue,  previous  state- 
ments by  tlie  mother  that  the  child  is  a  bastard  are  admissible  as  evidence  of 
her  conduct,  although  she  could  not  be  allowed  to  make  such  statements  in  the 
witness  box. 

This  was  a  petition  by  the  Hon.  Charles  AVightwick  Finch, 
submitting  tliat  lie  had  succeeded  to  the  honours  and  dignities  of 
Earl  of  Aylesford  and  Baron  (ruernsey,  and  praying  Her  ]\Iajesty 
to  summon  hiin  to  Parliament  as  Earl  of  Aylesford. 

Mr.  Finch  was  the  second  S(jn  of  the  sixth  Earl  of  Aylesford, 
and  brother  of  the  seventh  Earl. 

The  outline  of  the  case  presented  by  him  was  as  follows :  — 

The  seventh  Earl  married,  in  1871,  a  lady  by  whom  he  had  (Jiily 
two  cliildren  (daughters),  born  in  1872  and  1875  respectively.  In 
the  latter  part  of  1875,  while  lie  was  absent  in  India,  his  wife 
Edith,  Lady  Aylesford,  formed  an  adulterous  connection 
with  the  *  Marquis  of  Blandford,  now  Duke  of  Marlborough,  [*  2] 
and  went  to  live  with  him.  After  his  return  from  India 
in  1876  the  seventh  Earl  never  cohabited  or  had  any  intercourse 
with  his  wife.  A  deed  of  separation  was  executed  in  1877.  In 
November,  1881,  Edith,  Lady  Aylesford,  and  Lord  Blandford  were 
living  together  in  Paris  as  man  and  wife,  under  the  names  of  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Spencer,  and  on  the  4th  of  November  she  gave  birth  to  a 
son,  who  was  registered  in  Paris  under  the  names  of  Guy  Bertrand, 
and  as  the  child  of  unnamed  parents.  The  seventh  Earl  never 
acknowledged  this  child  as  his,  and  died  on  the  13th  of  January, 
1885,  in  Texas. 

The  petition  was  opposed  by  Edith,  Countess  of  Aylesford 
(widow  of  the  seventh  Earl),  as  guardian  and  next  friend  of  her 
infant  son,  Guy  Bertrand,  submitting  that  he  was  the  son  of  the 
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seventh  Earl,  and  that  as  such  the  honours  and  dignities  of  tlie  Earl 
of  Aylesford  and  Baron  Guernsey  had  devolved  on  and  were  now 
vested  in  him,  and  praying  their  Lordships  to  report  that  ]\Ir. 
Finch  had  not  made  out  his  claim. 

The  case  was  heard  before  the  Committee  for  Privileges,  July 
1,  2,  1885. 

Charles  Eussell,  Q.  C,  Edward  Macnaghten,  Q.  C. ,  Charles 
Hall,  Q.  C. ,  and  H.  H.  Asquith  appeared  for  Mr.  Finch. 

Horace  Davey,  Q.  C. ,  Edward  Clarke,  Q.  C. ,  and  F.  H.  Jeune 
appeared  for  Edith,  Lady  Aylesford. 

Sir  Richard  E.  Webster,  A.  G. ,  and  If.  S.  Wright  appeared  for 
the  Crown. 

Counsel  for  Mr.  Finch  having  in  support  of  his  case  adduced 
much  evidence  to  which  no  objection  was  ofi'ered,  called  as  wit- 
ness Jane,  Dowager  Countess  of  Aylesford,  widriw  of  tlie  sixth 
and  mother  of  the  seventh  Earl,  and  pro})Osed  to  put  in  letters 
written  to  the  witness  by  Edith,  Lady  Aylesford,  in  or  aliout 
March,  LS76. 

Edward  Clarke,  Q.  C. ,  on  behalf  of  P]dith,  Lady  Aylesford, 
before  the  letters  were  read,  objected  to  their  reception  on  the 
ground  that  if  they  bore  upon  the  (iuestion  of  legitimacy 
[*.'')]  they  *  were  inadmissil)le,  according  to  the  well-known  rule 
that  the  evidence  of  the  father  or  the  mother  as  to  legitimacy 
was  inadmissible;  and  that  if  the  letters  contained  no  reference  t<> 
that  subject  they  were  irrelevant. 

[Lord  Blackburn.  Has  it  not  always  been  considered  that  when 
a  woman  leaves  her  husband's  house,  whether  slie  is  turned  out  or 
goes  voluntarily,  her  own  declarations  at  the  tinu;  are  part  of  the 
rcH  (jcsiir  and  admissible,  not  as  conclusive  proof  l)ut  as  evidence 
of  adultciy  >. 

Lord  liuAMWKLL.  Are  not  the  letters  adniissilde  as  part  of  the 
entire  course  of  conduct?] 

Edward  Clarke,  (^.  C. ,  submitted  that  letters  written  in  ]87>i 
coulil  li;i\(!  no  rclcxancy  to  the  legitimacy  of  a  child  born  in  I.S81. 

EaIM;    ok    SKIJiOHXK  :  — 

My  Lords,  \  tliiidc  it  is  (piite  cleiir  thiil  these  letteis  are  evi- 
dence. 'I"h('y  are  inijioilnnt  facts  in  the  histoiy  of  th(!  conduct  t)f 
th(!  pai'ties.  Tlie  a'.ilhority  of  Morris  v.  Daries,  5  CI.  &  F.  IGIJ, 
and  other  cases,  shows  tli;it  ui)on  an  inquiry  of  this  kind  evidence 
r)f  conduct  is  admissil)li',  whatever  may  be  its  weight. 
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Lords  Blackburn,  Bramwell,  and  FitzGerald  concurred. 
The  two  f(jllowing  letters  were  then  put  in  and  dead  :  — 

"  Friday  Night. 

"  Dear  Lady  Aylesford, —  By  the  time  this  letter  reaches  you 
I  shall  have  left  my  liome  for  ever,  (xuernsey  knows  of  this,  which 
will  account  for  his  telegram  to  you.  I  do  not  attempt  to  say  a 
word  in  self-defence,  but  you  can  imagine  I  must  have  suffered 
much  before  I  could  have  taken  such  a  step,  how  much  it  would 
be  impossible  to  tell  you,  but  it  is  the  only  reparation  I  can  make 
to  Guernsey,  and  he  will  now  have  the  opportunity  of  getting  rid 
of  one  who  he  has  long  ceased  to  care  for. 

"  You  do  not  know,  and  you  never  can  know,  bow  liard  I  have 
tried  to  win  his  love,  and  without  success,  and  I  cannot  live 
uncared  for.  I  do  not  ask  you  to  think  kindly  of  me,  I 
know  *  you  could  not  do  it,  but  for  God's  sake  be  kind  to  [*  4] 
the  children,  and  do  not  teach  them  to  hate  their  wretched 
mother,  let  them  think  I  am  dead,  it  will  be  l)est.  I  heard  from 
Minna  tlie  other  day,  but  never  answered  her  letter,  slie  will  now 
know  wliy. 

"  You  have  always  been  most  kind  to  me,  and  it  is  the  last 
word  I  shall  ever  say  to  you,  do  not  be  offended  if  I  thank  you 
for  all  your  kindness,  and  tell  you  how  very  wretched  it  makes 
me  to  think  that  I  sliould  have  brought  such  sorrow  and  disgrace 
upon  you  all,  and  oh !  Lady  Aylesford,  if  it  is  possible,  try  and 
forgive  me  as  you  hope  for  forgiveness.  I  know  that  Guernsey 
does  not  care  for  me,  therefore,  I  do  not  tliink  lie  will  feel  my 
loss,  and  perhaps  may  be  glad  to  be  free,  but  wliat  it  costs  me  to 
leave  my  children  I  cannot  tell  you,  and  I  cannot  bear  to  think. 
That  they  will  be  well  cared  for  I  know,  as  you  will  be  a  mother 
to  them,  but,  my  God,  I  shall  never  see  them  again,  it  is  like 
being  dead  and  yet  alive.  I  could  not  give  orders  about  the  chil- 
dren ;  they  therefore  know  nothing,  so  please  to  give  the  necessary 
orders  yourself.  I  have  left  the  diamonds  with  James,  and  as 
regards  the  things  l)elonging  to  me,  I  have  written  to  him  to  send 
them,  and  they  will  be  forwarded  to  me.  I  wrote  to  Madge  to 
come  to  me  to-day,  and  I  have  told  her  all,  as  T  have  told  you; 
she  has  just  returned  to  town,  and  I  am  left  alone  completely 
broken-hearted.  I  bring  this  letter  to  town  myself.  I  would 
have  seen  you,  but  feel  that  perhaps  you  would  rather  not  see  me. 
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God  bless  you,  dear  Lady  Aylesford,  and  for  the  last  time  fare- 
^vell,  and  try  iioUto  think  too  hardly  of  "  Edith. 

"  I  do  hope  and  beg  for  Guernsey's  sake  that  you  ^vill  say  noth- 
ing about  this  just  at  present,  and  if  you  take  the  children  please 
do  not  let  the  servants  at  Packington  know  for  what  reason,  but 
let  them  think  they  are  going  to  you  for  a  change,  as  since  I  have 
arrived  in  London  I  have  thought  it  best  not  to  tell  them  just  at 
present  that  I  have  left  for  good. 

"  My  sisters  and  friends  think  they  may  patch  it  up,  and  I 
believe  have  telegraphed  to  Guernsey  to  alter  his  decision,  and 
I  am  bound  by  a  solemn  promise  not  to  leave  till  his  answer  ar- 
rives, and  therefore  shall  remain  quietly  in  London  until  it  does 

arrive. 
[*  5]        *  "  I  do  not  tell  you  my  address  as  I  feel  it  could  only  be 
painful  for  us  to  meet,  and  I  do  not  suppose  for  a  moment 
you  would  wish  to  see  me,  but  I  think  you  will  understand  my 
reasons  for  not  w^ishing  it  to  be  known  just  at  present. " 

"  Deakest  Lady  Aylesford,  —  I  must  write  to  you  for  the 
last  time  to  thank  you,  oh  !  to  thank  you  so  so  much  for  your 
goodness  to  me.  I  have  not  deserved  it  from  you,  and  I  have  not 
been  a  good  daughter-in-law  to  you,  and  you  have  behaved  to  me 
like  an  angel  upon  earth.  My  own  mother  could  not  have  been 
more  generous  and  kind  than  you  have  been,  and  as  long  as  this 
poor  wretched  child  lives  she  7icver  never  will  forget  the  love  you 
liave  shown  her,  notwithstanding  all  she  has  done.  I  know  how 
sorry  you  are  for  me,  and  how  little  I  deserve  it,  and  my  (}od,  if 
it  had  been  jwssible  for  me  to  give  him.  up,  I  would  have  done  it, 
if  it  had  only  been  for  the  angelic  way  you  have  behaved  to  me. 
But  darling  Lady  Aylesford,  I  cannot  tell  you  how  airfulhj  I  love 
him,  it  is  the  only  excuse  I  am  able  to  give  you.  Say  good  bye 
to  tlie  Colonel  for  nic.  I  think  he  liked  me,  and  will  be  so  sorry 
for  me.  F  cnuhl  not  see  him  myself,  good-byes  are  so  dreadful 
wlien  it  is  parting  forever.  Dearest  Minna,  ask  her  too  to  forgive 
m(!  for  tlic  disgrace  I  liave  l)rouglit  on  her,  she  knows  now  why  T 
could  not  answer  her  letter.  I  am  going  to  Wales  to-morrow  as 
I>landford  cannot  brealv  his  word,  it  would  only  make  matteis 
worse.  Lord  llaiidol]»li  is  very  sensible,  and  knows  better  than 
I  do  what  shouhl   be  done.      T  send  you  tlie  dressing  case,  and 
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enclo.se  the  key.  The  hand  h)oking  glass,  James  has  it ;  it  was 
hroken,  and  I  gave  it  to  him  to  have  it  mended.  I  should  like 
<lailing  Hilda  to  have  the  dressing  ca.se,  please.  I  have  asked 
(Juernsey  in  my  letter  t(j  have  Hilda's  picture  done  some  day  for 
me.  I  think  he  will  not  deny  me  that;  you  will  not,  I  know,  if 
he  should  refuse.  I  shall  not  send  my  letter  to  James  until  my 
return.  My  letter  to  Guernsey  I  will  send  you  before  I  leave. 
I  do  not  feel  able  to  write  it  to-night,  and  now  I  must  wish  you 
my  last  good  bye,  and  to  my  dying  day  shall  I  bless  you  for  your 
great  goodness  and  generosity  to  me  ;  how  I  reproach  myself  for  not 
having  been  a  better  daughter-in-law  to  you  I  cannot  tell  you.  May 
God  keep  and  bless  you  will  always  be  the  fervent  prayer 
of  her  who  has  no  longer  any  right  to  call  you  her  *  mother-  [*  6] 
in-law;  and  if  some  day  Guernsey  should  marry  again  may 
she  whom  he  chooses  prove  a  better  daughter-in-law  than  I  have 
been.     Good  liye !     Good  bye  to  you  all.  "  Edith. 

"  I  have  put  in  tlie  box  with  the  diamontls  the  lockets  that 
Guernsey  gave  me,  and  I  should  like  them  to  be  divided  between 
the  two  children,  for  I  feel  I  cannot  take  them  away,  and  if  any- 
body has  a  right  to  them  it  should  be  my  children.  I  have  kept 
one  or  two  tilings  that  he  gave  me.  I  could  not  part  with  quite 
all,  and  I  do  not  tliink  he  would  wish  me  to  do  so,  if  he  should  I 
will  return  crcrytliing.  1  enclo.se  you  the  key  of  the  diamonds, 
and  of  a  small  box  in  which  are  three  bracelets,  also  for  the 
children.  I  have  given  it  to  James  with  their  names  written 
outside. " 

The  witness  having  been  asked  what  took  place  at  an  interview 
between  her  and  Edith,  Lady  Aylesford,  held  in  November,  1884, 
an  objection  was  made  by 

Edward  Clarke,  Q.  C,  on  behalf  of  Edith,  Lady  Aylesford:  — 
Statements  by  Lady  Aylesford  subsequent  to  the  matters  really 
in  issue  are  not  admissible.  It  is  true  that  in  Morris  v.  Dories, 
5  CI.  &  E.  163,  evidence  of  subsequent  conduct  was  given;  but 
so  far  as  appears  from  the  report  the  evidence  received  was  not 
objected  to  when  tendered,  and  no  argument  was  offered  in  the 
Court  below  as  to  its  admissibility.  It  was  therefore  all  dealt 
with  bv  the  House.  l>ut  a  great  deal  of  that  evidence  was  clearly 
inadmissible    according   to  rules   of    law   establislied    by   decided 
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cases,  and  among  others  by  Rcc  v.  Inhabitants  of  Sourton,  5  A. 
&  E.  180.  Evidence  as  to  conduct  is  no  doubt  admissible;  but 
statements  and  conversations  are  not. 

[Earl  of  Selborxe.  What  passed  at  an  interview  of  this  kind 
between  the  wife  and  her  mother-in-law  may  be  important,  and 
enable  us  to  appreciate  the  bearing  of  her  conduct.  It  may  be 
that  when  we  hear  what  was  said  we  ought  not  to  attend  to  some 
parts  of  it,  perhaps  not  to  any  part.  But  I  do  not  think  you  can 
stop  the  question.  ] 

The  (question  was  then  put,  and  the  witness  related  what 
[*  7]  took  *  place  at  the  interview  as  follows :  "  She  wished  to 
tell  me  that  she  had  never  at  any  time  called  the  child  Lord 
Guernsey,  and  that  as  by  English  law  a  woman  could  not  bas- 
tardise her  own  child,  therefore  she  could  not  answer  or  had  not 
answered  questions  about  his  being  called  Lord  Guernsey  put  to 
her  at  the  trial  when  Guernsey  "  (her  husband)  "  had  accused  her 
of  molestation  (referring  to  the  action  of  Fearon  v.  Earl  of  A/jles- 
ford,  12  Q.  B.  D.  539).  That  had  it  not  l)een  known  in  England, 
she  should  have  wished  the  child  to  remain  in  Paris,  and  unnamed; 
but  that  as  all  the  w(n"ld  knew  it  she  thought  she  might  have  the 
pleasure  of  her  child  in  England.  " 

Edward  Clarke,  Q.  C. ,  on  behalf  of  Edith,  Lady  Aylesford, 
subn]itted  that  these  statements  were  not  admissible. 

Their  Lordships  ruled  that  they  were  admissible,  valcant 
quantiim. 

Mrs.  Brittain,  who  attended  Lady  Aylesford  wlieu  the  child 
was  born,  and  in  whose  charge  it  was  left  in  Paris,  was  called  as 
a  witness,  and  produced  two  letters  written  to  her  liy  Lady  Ayles- 
ford, and  (me  l)y  Lord  Blandford.      These  were  objected  to  by 

Horace  Davey,  Q.  C. ,  on  lu'lialf  of  Edith,  Lady  Aylesford:  — 

These  letters  are  said  to  contain  statements  as  to  the  legitimacy 
of  the  child.  It  is  clear  upon  the  authorities  that  the  mother  not 
only  could  not  be  called  to  state  the  fact  who  the  father  of  the 
child  was,  but  could  not  be  asked  any  collateral  (juestions  tending 
to  prove  or  disprove  that  fact,  for  the  rule  extends  etjually  to  such 
collateral  (juestions.  Her  statements  or  declarations  are  therefore 
ecjually  inadmissible  for  the  purpose  of  bastardising  the  child. 
The  rule  is  clearly  laid  down  in  Uo:  v.  InhahitantH  of  Sourto7i,  5 
A.  &  E.  ISO,  where  it  was  held  that  neither  husband  nor  wife  can 
be  e.xamiiicd   for  tlic  purpose  of  ladviiig    non-access  during  mar- 
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riage,  nor  as  to  any  collateral  fact  for  the  purpose  of  proving 
non-access. 

[Earl  of  Selborxe.  Why  are  not  the  letters  admissible  as  part 
of  the  res  gcstce  ?] 

If  the  letters  are  admitted  as  evidence  at  all  they  will  be 
used  *  for  all  purposes,  and  especially  for  the  very  purpose   [*  S] 
for  which  they  are  not  admissible. 

[Lord  Bra.mwell.  The  rule  excluding  husband  and  wife  is  said 
to  1)6  l)ased  on  the  ground  of  public  policy.  But  does  that  extend 
to  evidence  of  what  the  husband  or  wife  had  previously  done  ? 
And  does  the  rule  exist  now  that  by  Act  of  Parliament  husband 
and  wife  are  admissible  witnesses  in  divorce  suits  ?] 

That  Act,  the  Evidence  Further  Amendment  Act,  1869   (32  & 
3o  Vict.  c.  68),  sect.  3,  applies  only  "  to  any  proceeding  instituted 
in  consequence  of  adultery;  "   and  it  has  been  held  that  the  Act 
does   not  render  admissible  the  evidence  of  a  husband  to  prove 
non-access  and  thereby  bastardise  his  child,  in  proceedings  before 
justices    to  compel    him    to    maintain    the    child.     Guardians  of 
XottiiKjham  Union  v.  Tornpkinson,  4  C.  P.  D.  343,  348-351.      The 
old   rule   is  therefore  still  in  force;    and  what  cannot  be  proved 
directly,  a  fortiori  cannot  be  proved  indirectly.      The  point  was 
expressly  determined  by  Kixderslev,  V.  C. ,  in  Ateldei/  v.  Sprirjij, 
33  L.  J.  Ch.  345,  347,  .")48,  where  he  said  :  "  I   mean   to  exclude 
from  consideration  all  that  is  hearsay  evidence.   ...   ..1  fortiori 

I  must  reject  all  declarations  said  to  have  been  made  by  "  the 
mother  "  herself,  because  she  could  not  be  heard  as  a  witness  to 
prove  any  facts  of  legitimacy  or  illegitimacy. "  The  Vice-Chan- 
CELLOR  also  explained  a  misapprehension  as  to  the  evidence  given 
in  Ploivcs  V.  Bossei/,  31  L.  J.  Ch.  681. 

[Earl  of  Selborxe.  Have  you  any  authority  that  letters  or 
documents,  which  would  in  themselves  be  evidence,  are  inadmis- 
sible because  they  contain  statements  of  this  nature  ?] 

Xot  directly :  but  the  reason  of  the  rule  excludes  them.  The 
rule  is  a  positive  rule  of  law,  and  is  equally  applicable  whether 
the  parents  are  willing  or  unwilling  witnesses,  and  whether  they 
are  called  to  legitimatise  or  bastardise  the  child.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  Morris  v.  Davies,  5  CI.  &  F.  163,  which  gives  any  colour 
to  admitting  such  statements,  or  letters  containing  them. 

Earl  of  Selborxe:  — 

My  Lords,  I  am  of  opinion  that  tliese  letters  ought  to  be  read. 
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The  authorities  wliich  have  been  referred  to  I  assume  to 
[*  9]   be  still  *  in  force ;  that  is  to  say,  that  you  could  not  put  into 

the  witness-box  Lady  Aylesford,  or,  if  he  were  still  living, 
Lord  Aylesford,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  who  the  real  father  of 
the  child  was.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  you  cannot  prove 
acts  and  conduct  of  the  one  or  the  other  tending,  as  part  of  a  series 
of  res  gestce,  to  tlirow  light  upon  and  to  lead  to  a  just  conclusion 
upon  a  question  on  which  they  could  not  directly  be  permitted  to 
give  evidence. 

As  to  the  authorities  which  have  l)een  referred  to,  Bex  v. 
Inhabitants  of  Sourion,  5  A.  &  E.  ISO,  is  a  case  where  the  direct 
evidence  of  the  husband  having  been  received  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  non-access,  the  Court  held  that  it  ought  to  have  been 
rejected.  In  that  autliority  and  in  others  of  the  same  class  there 
is  nothing  whatever  going  to  the  immediate  question  with  which 
your  Lordships  are  concerned,  namely,  the  question  whether  tlie 
same  principle  applies  to  a  letter  otherwise  admissible,  being  an 
act  of  an  important  nature  done  by  the  mother  with  reference  to 
the  care,  custody,  and  bringing  up  of  her  child.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  that  class  of  authorities  which  shows  that  such  a  letter 
would  not  be  admissible,  because  there  may  be  in  it  important 
matters  tending  to  the  conclusion  that  the  child  is  or  is  not  legiti- 
mate. Of  course  the  same  rule  will  apply,  whether  it  tends  to 
the  one  or  the  other  conclusion. 

But  it  is  said  that  a  declaration  bearing  directly  upon  the  point, 
if  occurring  in  such  a  letter,  ought  not  to  be  received.  I  agree 
that  it  should  not  l)e  received  as  direct  evidence  of  the  fact.  In 
Atchlcy  V.  ^pr'uig,  o?y  L.  J.  Cli.  345,  the  Vice-Chancellok  ex- 
cluded declarations  which  I  understand  to  have  been  made,  not 
in  the  witness-box,  but  during  her  life,  by  the  mother  who  was 
deceased,  and  which  were  offered,  I  presume,  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that  the  child  was  her  child.  We  know  that  unless  given 
post  litem  motani  and  for  a  special  ])urpose  whicli  might  exclude 
them,  the  declarations  of  deceased  members  of  a  family  (and  I  am 
not  at  all  aware  that  the  mother  would  be  excluded)  are  admissiltle 
in  evidence  for  the;  ])urpose  of  proving  relatioushij).  Therefore, 
declarati(»ns  of  that  kind  l)y  the  mother  would  have  been  admis- 
sible on  that  ]irin('i])le,  if  not  excludi.'d  u])on  the  other 
[*  10]  principle  ;  and  the  *  Vkjk-Ciiancellor  held  tliat  such  decla- 
rations   could   not  l)e  received  for  tin;  [)urpose  of  proving 
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tlie  legitimacy  of  the  child,  which  was  in  C(jntiuversy ;  not,  as  I 
understand,  on  the  lis  mota  principle,  but  on  the  principle  that 
the  mother  would  not  for  that  purpose  have  been  a  competent 
witness  herself,  if  living.  I  accede  to  that,  and  I  think  that  if  in 
any  of  these  letters  there  should  be  found  a  statement  that  the 
child  was  Lord  Aylesford's  child,  or  that  it  was  the  child  of  any- 
body else,  those  declarations  are  not  in  themselves  evidence  of  the 
fact  one  way  or  the  other.  TUit  I  cannot  hold  that  a  letter  other- 
wise admissible,  which  is  an  important  act  of  conduct  done  by 
the  mother,  is  to  be  excluded  in  whole  or  in  part  (if  it  were  possi- 
ble to  divide  one  part  from  the  other)  because  it  may  contain  such 
declarations.  These  declarations  are  facts  as  well  as  statements. 
It  is  a  fact  that  for  some  purpose  or  other  the  mother  wrote  a  letter 
containing  such  statements  at  such  a  time.  Your  Lordships  will 
not  take  them  as  proving  the  fact ;  but  the  fact  that  the  mother 
did  write  such  a  letter,  at  such  a  time  and  for  such  a  purpo.se,  as 
it  appears  to  me,  is  a  thing  which,  on  the  principles  which  were 
certainly  acted  upon  in  Morris  v.  Davies,  5  CI.  &  F.  IG'J  (and 
which  appear  to  me  to  be  sound  principles,  and  (j^uite  consistent 
with  the  rule),  ought  not  to  be  excluded  from  consideration. 

Lord  Blackburn  :  — 

My  Lords,  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  must  first  observe  that 
these  letters  are  not  and  could  not  be  received  as  being  statements 
by  Lady  Aylesford  in  themselves.  If  Lady  Aylesford  were  ever 
so  admissible  a  witness  for  those  purposes  her  letters  w"ould  not 
be  evidence.  She  must  be  called  and  cross-examined,  supposing 
that  she  were  admissible  as  a  witness.  I  will  assume  without 
deciding  it,  that  neither  Lady  Aylesford  nor  Lord  Aylesford,  if 
he  had  been  alive,  could  have  been  received  as  an  admissible  wit- 
ness in  this  suit.  Does  that  in  the  slightest  degree  prevent  the 
admissibility  of  these  letters,  supposing  them  to  be  such  as  I 
assume  at  present  that  they  are,  that  is  to  say,  that  they  come 
within  the  class  of  evidence  of  conduct  which,  as  it  will 
be  contended,  is,  *  according  to  Morris  v.  Dories,  5  CI.  &  [*  H] 
r.  163,  evidence  leading  to  the  conclusion  that  the  child 
was  not  legitimate,  was  not  the  child  of  the  person  whom  the 
marriage  tie  made  the  husband  ?  Assuming  that  they  would  be 
part  of  such  conduct,  can  they  he  rejected  because  they  contain 
ilistinct  statements  which,  if  Lady  Aylesford  were  an  admissible 
witness  and  giving  the  evidence,  would  be  direct  and  positive  cvi- 
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dence  upon  the  subject?  I  agree  entirely  witli  what  has  just  been 
said  by  the  noble  and  learned  Earl,  that  those  statements  would 
not  prove  the  matter;  but  I  am  utterly  unable  to  perceive  how  they 
could  justify  the  rejection  of  the  letters  if  in  other  respects  they 
are  admissible.  It  is  very  proper  to  recollect  that  we  should 
guard  ourselves  against  the  prejudice  which  a  person  wdio  was 
not  skilled  in  the  law  and  trained  to  consider  evidence  might  very 
likely  take  up  in  consequence  of  such  a  statement  one  way  or  the 
other;  but  I  do  not  think  that  is  any  reason  at  all  for  rejecting 
the  letters. 

Lord  Bka]\iwell  :  — • 

My  Lords,  I  must  trouble  your  Lordships  with  a  few  words, 
because  I  raised  a  doubt  as  to  whether  the  rule  of  law  referred  to 
by  Mr.  Davey  was  still  in  existence.  That  doubt  is  removed,  not 
merely  by  the  authorities  cited  by  Mr.  Davey,  but  also  by  the 
reason  of  the  thing  as  put  by  him,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  is  a  posi- 
tive rule  of  law,  and  that  it  is  not  expressly  abrogated  by  statute. 

Just  one  word  more  as  to  the  admissibility  of  these  letters.      As 
mere  declarations  by  Lady  Aylesford,  of  course  they  would  not  be 
admissible;  they  are  only  admissible  as  part  of  the  conduct  —  part 
of  the  res  f/esta';  and  it  seems  to  me  that  if  Mr.  Davey 's  objection 
were  well  founded,  he  might  equally  have  taken  it  as  to  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties  in  Paris  and  what  Lady  Aylesford  said  should 
be  done  with  the  child.      But  I  think  that  objection  would  have 
been  an  unfounded  one,  because  wdiatever  reason  there  is  for  the 
parent  not  giving  evidence  in  the  witness-box   to  l)astardise  the 
child,  that  is  a  reason  that  does  not  apply  as  to  evidence  given  of 
the  conduct  of  the  parent  showing  that  the  child  was  a  bastard. 
One  may  put  this   case :  supposing  the  question  was  as  to 
[*1-!]    the  *  legitimacy  of  a  certain   child;  supposing  there  was 
reasonably  good  evidence  given  —  not  conclusive  evidence, 
but  good  evidence  —  that  the  father  was  away  altogether,  say  in 
America,  while  the  mother  was  here  in  England,  during  the  time 
within  which    tlic  cliild  must   have   been  l)eg()tten  to   have  been 
iMini  when  it  was  Ixan  ;  and  su])])osing  that  in  order  to  corroborate 
it  those  who   ailirmed   the  illegitimacy    of   the  child  proposed  to 
give    ill   evidence   that  the   husliand  who    npoii    liis   return   lived 
wifli  his  wife,  tliough  she  had  this  child,  always  treated  the  child 
unkindly  or  distantly,  and  in  his  will  gave  money  to  his  other 
children  but  gave  none  to  this   child  —  surely  that  would  be  a 
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legitimate  piece  of  evidence;  but  it  would  l)e  the  conduct  of  the 
parent  that  \V(>iild  be  given  in  evidence  for  the  pur})ose  of  l)a.s- 
tardising  the  chihl  of  the  wife  l)egotten  during  marriage.  I  think, 
therefore,  that  ui>oii  that  principhi  this  evidence  is  admi.ssible. 

Lord  FitzGeuali)  concurred. 

The  letters  were  then  put  in  and  read. 

The  fir.st  was  dated  the  oth  of  April,  1882,  and  was  signed 
"  E.  Spencer. "  In  it  Lady  Aylesford  gave  directiims  about  the 
child's  clothes,  and  said  that  "  Mr.  Spencer  "  would  be  going  over 
soon  to  Paris,  and  that  she  should  like  him  to  see  the  child  in 
those  clothes. 

The  next  letter  was  as  follows  :  — ■ 

"June  0  1882. 
"46,  Cailugaii  S(iuar(>,  S.  W. 

"  Mrs.  Bhittaix, —  I  enclose  yoi\  a  letter  from  Lady  Aylesford, 
by  which  you  will  see  that  we  thiidc  it  best  if  you  are  going  to 
undertake  charge  of  the  child  for  some  little  time,  to  tell  you  the 
fact  which  you  did  not  know  before.  I  beg,  though,  that  you 
will  be  so  good  as  to  keep  this  iuformatiim  to  yourself. 

"  Regarding  your  letter,  I  have  sent  it  on  to  Lady  Aylesford, 
and  she  will,  I  have  no  doubt,  send  you  S(nne  clothes  for  the 
child.  I  think,  however,  that  for  the  £80  (eighty  pounds)  a  year 
paid  monthly,  as  you  wish,  ordinary  clothes  should  be  included, 
but  not  medical  attendance  if  required. 

"  You  can  write  to  me  here  at  any  time  on  the  subject  of  the 
child,  and  I  hope  that  you  will  do  so  every  six  weeks  or 
so,  and  *  let  me  know  if  the  child  was  ill   or  wanted  any-    [*  13] 
thing  at  anytime;  and  the  peram1)ulator  would  certainly 
be   provided  for;  yuu    might   Ite  able  to  come  across   one  second 
hand. 

"  Yours  truly, 

"  Mrs.  Brittain,  «  BlANDFOKD.  " 

■"25,  Avenue  Carnot,  Paris." 


The  letter  inclosed  was  as  follows: 


"Tlip  Chalet. 
Farnham  IJoval.  Slousrh. 


"  Mrs.  Bkittaix,  —  I  am  very  glad  to  hear  my  child  is  going 
on  so  well,  and  as  you  will  have  the  care  of  him  for  some  time 
longer,  I  think  it  best  that  you  should  know  that  his  mother's 
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name  is  Lady  Aylesford,  and  not  Mrs.  Spencer,  as  I  led  you  to 
believe,  and  Mr.  Spencer,  whom  you  have  seen,  is  Lord  Blandford, 
the  father  of  the  child.  1  think  it  best  that  you  should  be  made 
aware  of  this,  although  I  do  not  care  that  you  should  mention  the 
fact  to  any  one  else.  Dr.  Herbert  of  course  knows  who  I  am.  It 
will  therefore  not  be  necessary  to  write  to  me  any  more  under  the 
name  of  Mrs.  Spencer.  I  will  send  the  little  frocks  by  rail  if  I 
do  not  shortly  have  an  opportunity  to  send  them  by  hand. 

"  I  remain,  yours  faitlifuUy, 

"Juue4,1882."  "  E.    AyLESFORD.  " 

[Earl  of  Selborne.  According  to  the  opinion  which  we  have 
expressed,  that  is  evidence  that  at  that  time  Lady  Aylesford  and 
Lord  Blandford  both  concurred  in  representing  to  the  nurse  who 
had  charge  of  the  child  that  he  was  Lord  Blandford's  child.] 

Further  evidence  having  been  given  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Finch, 
Horace  Davey,  Q.  C. ,  addressed  the  Committee  on  behalf  of  Pklith, 
Lady  Aylesford,  and  explained  that  the  reason  why  the  claim  was 
opposed  on  behalf  of  tlie  infaiit  was  liecause  those  who  represented 
the  infant  tlic night  it  right  that  the  evidence  should  be  sifted  now 
wjiile  tlie  memories  of  the  witnesses  were  fresh,  so  tliat  the  infant 
when  he  grew  up  miglit  be  satisfied  tliat  everything  that  could  be 
done  had  been  done  to  protect  his  interests.  He  admitted  that 
Mr.  Finch's  case  was  a  strong  one,  and  called  no  witnesses. 
[*  14]       *  Eahl  of  Selborne:  — 

]\Iy  Lords,  yoiu'  Lordships  will  be  likely  to  agree  tliat 
tlie  reasons  whicli  have  just  been  assigned  by  Mr.  Davey  for  the 
course  which  has  been  taken  on  the  part  of  those  who  instructed 
him  are  good  and  suCHcient  reasons,  creditable  to  the  judgment  of 
those  who  gave.'  the  advice,  and  in  no  sense  whatever  otherwise 
tlian  creditabl(>  to  those  who  took  it.  ^'our  Lordships  will  also 
acknowledge,  I  think  witli  satisfaction,  that  jNIr.  Davey  in  his 
manner  of  leaving  this  case  to  youi'  Lordships'  judgment  has  not 
only  exercised  a,  sound  discretion,  luil^  luis  done  what  all  who 
know  him  and  his  way  of  conducliiig  all  luisincss  intrusted  to  him 
might  liave  expected  from  him. 

The  case  itself  secnns  to  me  to  lie  niucli  too  dcai-  to  admit  of  any 
doubt.  'Hie  lady  left  lici  liusliand's  liouse  during  li is  absence  in 
hiil.ia,  in  Maicli.  1S7(>.  He  iinnicdjiilcly  signified  his  wish  that 
the  dauL-hteis   who  had   hccii  liiiiii   df  tlie  marriage  should  be   re- 
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moved  from  lier  custody,  wliicli  was  .shortly  afterwards  done  ;  tliey 
passed  into  the  custody  of  his  mother,  where  they  have  ever  since 
been,  and  have  not  met  their  own  mother  again.  In  May,  1.S77, 
a  regular  deed  of  .separation  was  executed  between  the  parties,  by 
which  there  were  mutual  covenants  not  to  interfere  with  each 
other.  Afterwards,  there  was  a  divorce  suit,  wliich  ended  in  a 
verdict  affirming  the  culpability  lioth  of  the  husband  and  of  the 
wife  ;  and  on  that  ground  and  on  the  ground  of  collusion,  which 
was  also  proved,  no  divorce  was  granted.  But  it  is  most  clearly 
proved  that  from  the  time  of  the  elopement  till  after  the  birth  of 
this  child,  the  mother  of  the;  child  lived  in  a  state  of  adultery  and 
constant  intercourse  with  Lord  Blandford.  The  utmost  and  best 
evidence  which  the  nature  of  such  a  case  admits  of,  has  beeif  given 
both  by  the  servants  and  by  the  friends  of  Lord  Aylesford,  the 
husband,  corroborated  by  those  who  were  acquainted  with  the  acts 
and  the  movements  of  the  mother  of  the  child,  to  negative  (of 
course  no  negative  can  l)e  absolutely  proved)  the  fact  of  the  hus- 
band and  wife  ever  having  met  again ;  and  in  the  circumstances 
which  I  have  already  mentioned,  the  probabilities  are  so  far 
against  that  meeting  that,  unless  a  case  of  this  kind  is  to  be 
dealt  with  otherwise  than  according  to  the  ordinary  rules 
of  reason  and  of  probability,  I  *  think  the  burden  of  proof  [*  15] 
would  be  rather  on  those  who  might  suggest  that  they  did 
meet  again  than  on  those  who  suggest  the  contrary.  No  doubt 
they  were  at  the  same  time,  during  the  critical  period  when  this 
child  might  have  been  conceived,  for  certain  spaces  of  time  at 
different  houses  in  London  ;  V)ut  the  lady  was  at  a  house  where 
she  was  receiving  the  visits  of  her  paramour;  the  husband  was  in 
constant  intercourse  with  friends  and  constant  communication  with 
servants,  all  of  whom  would  have  certainly  been  likely  to  know 
if  he  had  been  in  the  habit  of  visiting  his  wife.  All  of  them,  as 
far  as  a  negative  can  be  proved,  prove  the  contrary.  So  that  you 
have  all  the  evidence  which  the  nature  of  the  case  admits  of,  and 
all  the  probabilities  of  the  case,  to  negative  the  suggestion  that, 
(though  it  was  possible  they  should  meet)  they  actually  did 
meet. 

Under  those  circumstances,  this  child  is  born  in  Paris,  on  the 
4th  of  Xovember,  1881,  and  without  going  into  the  details  of  the 
evidence,  it  is  most  clearly  proved  that  at  that  time  the  mother  of 
the  child  was  passing  under  the  name  of  Spencer,  a  family  name 
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of  the  Marquis  of  Blaiidford,  who  also  passed  as  Mr.  Spencer,  and 
visited  her  and  coniniunicated  with  her  practically  on  the  footing 
of  hushand  and  wife,  both  before  and  after  this  child  was  born. 
Lord  Blandford,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  mother,  made  all 
the  necessary  arrangements  for  medical  attendance  upon  her  at  the 
time  of  her  accouchement  and  for  the  care  of  the  child  afterwards. 
The  child  was  registered  intentionally  as  a  child  whose  parents 
would  not  be  named ;  and  for  some  time  there  was  a  proved  inten- 
tion to  conceal  the  birth,  though  afterwards  it  was  abandoned  when 
the  fact  had  become  known.  And  Lord  Blandford  not  only  con- 
curred in  making  the  arrangements  for  the  child,  but  ]-aid  for  the 
medical  attendance  upon  the  mother  at  the  birth,  and  afterwards 
forwantled  cheques  from  time  to  time  to  the  nurse  who  had  the  care 
<?f  the  child;  and  whatever  the  pecuniary  arrangements  were,  it 
is  perfectly  clear  that  they  were  his  arrangements  as  well  as  the 
arrangements  of  Lady  Aylesford. 

I  do  not  dwell  upon  the  fact,  whicli  might  have  been  expected 
inider  those  circumstances,  that  not  only  by  conduct  was  the  child 

represented  as  the  child  of  Lord  Blandford  when  all  those 
[*  16]   *  things  were  done,    but    that  afterwards,    when    the  true 

names  of  the  parties  came  to  be  disclosed,  he  was  expressly 
represented  as  their  child.  If  that  representation  had  been  a  main 
ingredient  in  the  proof,  and  the  other  facts  had  not  been  satisfac- 
tory, I  should  have  hesitated  to  say  that  it  would  have  been  safe 
to  impute  any  serious  weight  to  that  representation.  It  ought 
not,  I  think,  even  as  a  part  of  the  res  gcsta:,  to  be  allowed  great 
weight;  otlierwise  it  would  put  it  too  much  in  the  ])ower  of  par- 
ties, whatever  nuitives  might  influence  them,  to  change  the  course 
of  the  succession  in  families  l)y  law,  by  choosing  to  impute  tlie 
birth  of  a  child  to  the  jierson  wlio  was  preferred  rather  than  the 
]H'is(>n  wlioni  the  law  would  call  his  parent. 

lUit  this  case  does  not  in  the  least  degree  depend  \\\n\\\  tiiat 
representation.  The  whole  conduct  of  the  parties  from  liist  to 
last  is  al)soluUdy  inconsistent  with  any  other  conclusion  than  that 
the  cliild  was  Lord  Blandford's  child;  and  as,  on  the  other  hand, 
eveiylhing  has  l)een  done,  which  tlie  natun;  of  the  case  admitted 
of,  to  satisf}'  your  Lordshi])s  that  there  was  no  coninnuiicalion 
between  the  husl)and  of  the  lady  and  the  lady  during  the  tinu^ 
wlion  this  child  must  \\\\\v,  been  conceived,  I  think  tliere  can  Ise 
no   iuisitation    in  comiuL;  to  the  conclusi(jn,  whicli    I    move   your 
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Lordships  to  resolve,  that  the  Hon.  Charles  "Wightwick  yiiich  lias 
made  out  his  claim  to  the  Earldom  of  Aylesford  and  Jjarony  of 
Guernsey. 

Lord  Black BUKN  :  — 

My  Lords,  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  I  will  only 
observe  that  in  this  case  no  (question  whatever  arises  as  to  those 
presumptions  which  follow  from  the  existence  of  matrimony  as  to 
the  birtli  of  children  whilst  tlie  husband  and  wife  are  living 
together.  It  appears  perfectly  clear,  upon  the  evidence  which  has 
been  produced,  that  after  Lord  Aylesford's  return  from  India,  his 
wife  was  separated  from  him,  and  was  living  with  Lord  Blandford 
as  if  she  were  Lord  Blandford 's  wife  at  that  time  —  living  with 
him,  I  mean  to  say,  in  a  state  of  cohabitation,  and  that  Lord 
Aylesford  not  only  executed  a  deed  of  separation  from  his  wife, 
but  endeavoured  to  obtain  a  divorce.  In  that  endeavour  lie  failed. 
The  marriage  tie,  therefore,  remained  undissolved,  and  he 
was  *  still  married.  lUit  after  that  attempt  to  obtain  a  [*  17] 
divorce  had  failed,  whilst  Lady  Aylesford  was  living  with 
Lord  Blandford  (and  it  is  not  disputed  at  all  that  adultery  was 
committed),  I  cannot  tliink  that  any  presumption  arises  that  Lord 
Aylesford  had  cohabitation  with  her.  It  seems  to  me  that  to  say 
that  such  a  presumption  arises  from  the  mere  continuance  of  the 
non-dissolution,  to  call  it  so,  of  the  matrimonial  tie  under  such 
circumstances  would  be  putting  a  presumption  of  law  very,  very 
contrary  to  that  of  common  sense;  and  I  do  not  think  that  any 
authority  goes  so  far  as  to  say  that  there  should  be  such  a 
presumption. 

But  I  think  also  that  it  is  quite  a  possible  thing  that  Lord 
Aylesford  and  Lady  Aylesford  might  under  those  circumstances 
have  condoned  all  tluit  had  passed  and  have  come  totrether  asain 
to  live  as  husband  and  wife,  having  condoned  their  mutual  adul- 
teries ;  but  there  is  not  the  slightest  pretence  for  saying  that  they 
ever  did.  It  is  also  quite  possible  that  though  Lady  Aylesford 
was  living  with  Lord  Blandford,  Lord  Aylesford  might  have  con- 
nection with  her  at  that  time,  just  as  it  is  possible  that  anybody 
else  might  have  surreptitious  connection  with  her.  It  might  have 
been  shown  that  itord  Aylesford  had  connection  with  Lady  Ayles- 
ford at  that  time.  But  of  this  no  evidence  is  given  and  there  is 
not  the  slightest  probability.  The  question  is  whether  the  quan- 
titv  of  evidence  which  we  have  had   is  not  sufficient  to  rebut  the 
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presumption  of  Lord  Aylesford,  the  husband,  bein*;-  the  father  of 
the  child.  Now  as  to  that,  the  case  of  Morris  v.  Bavies,  5  CI.  & 
Y.  163,  a  decision  of  this  House,  decides  what,  upon  the  balance 
of  authority  without  that  decision,  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in 
deciding,  that  such  a  presumption  can  be  rebutted;  and  it  also 
shows  that  it  can  be  rebutted  by  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  taking 
the  whole  res  gestcc,  raising  a  strong  and  irresistible  conclusion 
that  the  child  ])orn  was  not  the  child  of  the  husband,  l)ut  the 
child  of  another.  Some  of  the  things  in  Morris  v.  Daries,.  which 
were  admitted  in  evidence,  I  might  have  hesitated  to  admit.  Some 
of  the  things  admitted  in  Morris  v.  Davies  might  not  have  con- 
veyed the  weight  to  my  mind  that  they  seem  to  have  done  to  the 
minds  of  the  Judges.  But  the  general  lavf  was  laid  down 
[*1<S]  in  Morris  v.  *  Davies  that  conduct  of  this  sort  miglit  be 
sufficient  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  the  husband  being 
the  father  of  the  child,  and  I  think,  witliout  troubling  your  Lord- 
ships by  going  tlirough  it,  1  may  say  that  tlu>  evidence  now  ])ro- 
duced  of  that  kind  is  far  stronger  and  more  convincing  than 
that  which  was  produced  and  had  its  effect  in  Morris  v.  Davies. 
Further  than  that  I  do  not  think  it  in  the  least  degree  necessary 
to  go,  because  I  quite  agree  that  the  decision  of  your  Lordships 
should  be  what  has  been  moved  by  the  noble  and  learned  P^arl. 

Lord  Bramwell  :  — 

My  Lords,  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion,  and  hav(!  very 
little  to  say  in  addition.  The  position  of  the  liusband  and  wife 
was  this.  The  wife,  under  the  influence  of  a  strong  jiassion,  as  it 
appears  by  her  letters,  fo)'  Loi'd  Bdandford,  liad  left  her  liusliand's 
house  to  live  in  a  state  of  adultery  with  Lord  Blandford.  The 
husband,  knowing  of  that,  liad  taken  his  children  from  her,  had 
gixcn  \\\)  all  intercourse  with  her,  had  entered  into  a  deed  of  separa- 
ti(in  liy  which  he  and  she  were  to  live  separate,  and  had  emk'avoured 
to  free  himself  from  the  marriage  that  bound  them  together.  Now 
thai  being  the  condilion  of  things,  —  I  cannot  say  tlnit  we  aic 
call'MJ  u]i(in  to  eiitiii'lain  a  doubt,  because  really  Mr.  Davey  did 
not  ask  us,  but  f»jr  your  Lordsliips  to  entertain  a  doubt  as  to  the 
case  would  be  to  sup]tC)se  it  possible  that  tliis  unliappy  lady  while 
living  in  a  state  of  adultery  with  Loid  IMaiuli'ord,  for  wlioiu  she 
had  this  passion,  could  permit  her  hus])and,  wliat  one  may  call 
her  nominal  husband,  to  have  sexual  intercourse  with  lier,  and 
that  he  himself,  insuKeil  as  he  must  have  felt  liimself  to  be,  wliat- 
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over  his  merits  may  liave  been  otlierwise,  could  have  intercourse 
with  her  which  he  knew  he  was  sharing  with  Lord  Jihindford. 
People  will  commit  immoral  actions,  ])ut  they  would  never,  I 
think,  do  anything  so  nauseous  as  what  I  have  suggested  as  pos- 
sible;  and  the  very  feeling,  the  very  passion  that  cau.sed  the 
immoral  action  to  be  done,  almost  precludes  the  possibility  of 
such  a  course  of  conduct  as  I  have  supposed. 

*  Lord  FitzGekald  :  —  [*  I9j 

My  Lords,  I  entirely  concur,  and  I  do  not  propose  to  add 
anything  save  that  the  case  is  so  exceedingly  clear,  both  in  fact 
and   in   law,  that  I  wish  to  say  that  the  course   adopted   by  Mr. 
Davey,  representing  the  party  opposing  this  petition,  meets  with 
my  entire  concurrence. 

Jiesolred  that  it  is  the  o/n'nion  of  this  C'oinmittee  that  the 
elaimant,  tlie  IL/iiou ridile  Ch((rles  WigJitwiek  Fineh,  has 
made  out  his  claim  to  the  titles,  lionours,  and  dif/nities  of 
Earl  of  Af/lesford.  and  Baron  Guernsei/. 
The  resolution  liavimj  hee)t  reported  to  the  House  July  6th,  it 
nris  resolrrd  and  adjudycd  accordingli/. 
Lords'  Journals,  6th  July,  1<SS5. 

EXOLISH   NOTKS. 

The  primary  rule  is  .strongly  eiii[)ha.sise(l  in  the  Di/sart  Peerar/e  Case. 
(H.  L.  Sc.  1881),  G  App.  Cas.  489.  H.,  wlio  died  before  the  institu- 
tion of  the  proceedings,  was  in  1851  inarvied  in  facie  ercleslrr  to  C, 
and  had  issue  by  tliis  marriage.  A.,  wlio  claimed  on  behalf  of  her 
infant  soii.  alleged  an  irregidar  marriage,  in  Scotland,  between  H.  and 
A.,  and,  in  support  of  the  claim,  offered  to  prove  statements  made  after 
1851  by  H.  to  certain  {lersons  to  tlie  effect  tliat  A.  was  his  wife  and 
not  C  On  tli;'  assumption  that  these  statements,  whatever  they  were 
worth,  would  have  been  admissible  evidence  Iw  the  law  of  Scotland, 
if  such  evidence  given  by  H.  himself  (had  lie  been  alive)  would  have 
been  admissible,  it  was  emphatically  declared  liy  tlie  Lords  jiresent 
(the  Eakl  of  Skli!Orxe.  Lord  l>LAf'KP.fRN".  and  Lord  AVatson).  that 
such  evidence  would  not  liave  been  admissible,  if  [iroposed  to  be  given 
by  H.  himself  upon  oath. 

As  to  evidence  of  conduct,  the  Aylesford  Peeraye  Case  was  cited  and 
followed  in  Bosrllh'  v.  Attorney- General  (1887),  12  V.  D.  177,  5G  L.  J. 
P.  D.  &  A.  97,  57  L.  T.  88.  3G  AV.  E.  79. 

Upon  the  point  that  the  declaration  of  a  deceased  parent  may  be 
admitted  to  prove  tliat  a  c";-tain  chihl  was  born  before  marriage,  and  so 
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was  illegitimate,  the  judgment  in  (ioodrhjht  d.  Sterens  v.  Moss  was 
followed  by  Fry,  J.,  in  Murmi/  v.  Mllner  (1879),  12  Cli.  D.  845,  48 
L.  J.  Ch.  775,  41  L.  T.  213,  27  W.  K.  881,  where  a  will  of  the  parent 
referring  to  the  fact  of  such  illegitimacy  was  admitted  to  prove  it. 


AMERICAN   NOTES. 

In  Commonwealth  v.  Shepherd,  6  Binney  (Penn.),  28o,  it  was  held  that  a 
wife  may  not  prove  non-access  of  her  husband,  but  if  she  was  permitted  to^ 
answer  how  long  it  was  since  she  had  seen  her  husband,  and  the  jury  were 
instructed  not  to  consider  her  answer  as  showing  non-access,  the  verdict 
woidd  not  be  disturbed  on  that  account,  there  being  other  dii'ect  evidence  of 
non-access. 

The  doctrine  of  the  tirst  braneh  of  tlie  Rule  is  to  be  found  in  Dennison  v. 
Page,  29  Penn.  State,  120;  Parker  v.  Waij,  15  New  Hampshire.  i5  ;  People  v. 
Occrseers,  15  Barbour  (X.  Y.  Sup.  Ct.),  280  ;  Scanlon  v.  Wolslie,  81  Maryland, 
118  ;  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  488,  citing  the  Goodrir/ht  Case  :  State  v.  Herman,  13  Iredell 
Law  (Xor.  Car.),  502  ;  Hemmemoaji  v.  Towner.  1  Allen  (Mass.),  209.  And  so 
as  to  declarations.  Ahington  v.  IJu.rfjur//.  105  Massachusetts,  200;  Craufurd  v. 
Blackburn,  17  :Maryland.  49  ;  77  Am.  Dec.  '■V2^.  In  Mink  v.  State.  (iO  Wiscon- 
sin. 584,  the  Court  said:  "  The  law  is  well  sedlcd  ihat  the  wife,  on  the  ques- 
tion of  the  legitimacy  of  her  children,  is  incompetent  to  give  evidence  of  the 
non-access  of  her  husband  during  the  time  in  which  they  must  have  been  be- 
.•jotten.  This  rule  is  founded  on  the  very  highest  grounds  of  public  policy, 
decencv  and  morality.  .  .  .  I'cstimony  of  the  wife  even  t(  inllng  to  show  sucli 
fact,  or  of  anv  fact  from  which  non-access  could  be  infirrcd.  or  of  any  collat- 
eral fact  connected  with  this  nuiin  fact,  is  to  be  most  scrupulously  kept  out 
of  the  case;"'  eiting /v/«.7  v.  Inhahitants.  •)  Ad.  &  Ell.  180.  The  Goodr'ujht 
Cane  is  cited  in  Egbert  v.  Oreenwalt,  U  ^lichigan.  245 :  :]S  Am.  Rep.  2(>0,  to 
the  point  that  husband  and  wife  are  incompetent  to  (lis]nove  .sexual  inter- 
course between  themselvi^s  in  order  to  raise  a  ])resumptiou  of  illegitimacy. 
'I'lic  same  was  held,  ciling  the  (loodrlght  Casr.  in  lioi/kin  v.  J>o//kin.  70  North 
Caroliini,  2(52;  10  Am.  l!e]>.  770;  and  in  (liamhrrlahi  v.  People.  '!'■)  New 
^'ork,  SS;  and  in  Tioga  Countg  v.  South  Creek  Township.  75  I'enn.  State,  4o7. 
it  was  said  :  '-That  the  ])arents  should  be  permitte<l  to  bastardiice  the  child  is 
a  projiosition  wliich  shocks  our  .s(Mise  of  liglit  and  di'ccncv.  and  henc(!  the 
rule  of  law  which  forbids  it." 

lint  the  mother's  dc'-larations  tliat  licr  <-hil<l  was  honi  bct'ort'  marriage  are 
eomi)etcnt:  Haddock  \.  Boston  S,- M.  Railroad,  :)  .\llcn  (Mass.).  298;  81  Am. 
Dec.  050.  So  of  a  fathei''s  declarations:  liarniun  \.  Harnnni.  12  J\laryland, 
251.  citin'j,-  the  tirst  piinci|ial  cas^'. 

Tlir  hist  brancli  of  tlic  Ibilc  is  conntcnanccil  in  Wright  v.  Hicks,  15 
Ccor"ia.  ll'ill:  (IO  Am.  Dec  (is7,  0!)2.  0!l  1,  \\liei-e  llie  hnshand's  declarations 
were  ])rovcd  on  his  retiu-ning  his  wife  to  hei-  faniilv.  lint  in  Dnwles  v.  Bing- 
ham.'I  Munford  (Virginia),  442  ;  5  Am.  Dee.  l!t7.  the  hnshand's  declarations 
weic  held  insuliicient  to  jirove  iilegit  iniaey.  allho.igli  the  child  was  born  only 
tln-ee  months  after  marri;ig",  and  a  se;,:ir,ilion   soon  took   place.      In    Cossw 


R.  C.  VOL.  XI.']       SECT.  VI.  —  SPECIAL    ToINTS    UE    EVIDENCE.  541 

No.  38.  —  Asher  v.  Whitlock.  —  Eule. 

Froman,  89  Kentucky,  •'526,  tlie  Court  said  :  •'  lUit  it  is  contended  tiiat  the 
pnjof  of  the  conduct  of  Mr.  and  Airs.  Fronuin  toward  each  (jlher,  tlieir  ex- 
pressions of  hatred  and  fear  of  each  citlier.  their  statements  (hu'ing'  the  liine 
tliat  they  lived  together,  apparently  as  luisl>and  and  wife,  as  to  non-acce.ss, 
;ire  incompetent  as  evidence  tending  to  siiow  non-acce.ss.  It  i.s  also  contended 
tliat  where  the  parties  have  opportunities  of  access —  sexual  intercourse  —  the 
child  begotten  in  wedlock  is  conclusively  presumed  to  be  legitimate.  We  do 
not  so  understand  the  law  as  to  either  proposition.  We  understand  the  law 
to  be  that  where  the  husband  and  wife  have  opportunities  of  acce.ss,  there 
-Jirises  a  very  strong  presumption  that  they  did  have  it  ;  but  this  presumittion 
may  be  overcome  by  clear  proof  to  the  contrary,  which  may  consist  of  jiroof 
that  the  husband  was  incompetent  to  have  sexual  intercourse,  or  from  some 
cause  he  had  declined  to  have  sexual  intercourse  with  his  wife,  or  she  with 
liim.  If  such  proof  of  conduct,  declarations,  &c.,  were  not  admitted  as  proof, 
it  would  be  almost  impossible  to  prove  that  the  husl)aud  and  wife  had  de- 
-clined  to  have  sexual  intercourse  with  each  other.  It  is  a  fact  that  husbands 
iiiid  wives,  though  living  in  the  same  house,  or  on  the  same  fai'in,  have  often 
.so  lived,  not  as  husband  and  wife,  but  in  fact,  in  a  state  of  separation  ;  so  in 
the  absence  of  proof  of  a  constant  watch  over  them,  night  and  day,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  prove  non-access,  unless  the  proof  of  conduct,  declarations, 
&c.,  were  admitted  as  evidence."  The  like  doctrine  is  found  in  Bohr  v. 
Baker,  V\  California,  99. 

In  Woodward  v.  Blue,  107  Xorth  Carolina,  407  ;  22  Am.  St.  Hep.  897,  the 
evidence  of  the  wife,  a  mulatto,  that  while  she  was  living  with  her  white 
paramour,  her  negro  husband  was  not  allowed  to  come  to  the  house,  and  her 
statement  to  her  husband  that  the  child  was  not  his,  were  allowed. 

Declarations  of  parents  are  admissible  to  prove  legitimacy  :  Kenyan  v. 
Ashbridge,  35  Peun.  State,  157;  Alexander  v.  Chamherlin,  1  Thompson  ^-  Cook 
<New  York  Sup.  Ct.),  600;  O'Garn  v«  Eisenlohr,  38  Xew  York,  296. 

Greenleaf  cites  the  first  principal  case,  and  it  is  cited  also  in  notes,  56  Am. 
Dec.  211,  and  by  Lawson  on  Presumptive  Evidence,  p.  118;  and  in  Caujolle 
V.  Ferric,  23  New  York,  104. 


No.  38.  —  ASHER  v.   WHITLOCK. 

(Q.  B.  1S65.) 

KULE. 

The  fact  of  possession  of  land  is  prhnd  facie  evidence  of 
seisin  in  fee,  and  is  good  ao;ainst  all  except  the  person  who 
can  show  a  title  as  rig-htful  owner. 
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Asher  v.  Whitlock. 

L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  1-7  (s.  c.  35  L.  J.  Q.  B.  17;  II  Jur.  N.  S.  925  ;  14  W.  R.  26). 

[1]      Ejectment.  —  Title  by  Mere  Possession.  — Devisable  Interest  in  Land. 

A  persuu  in  possession  of  land  without  other  title  has  a  devisable  intei'est  ; 
and  the  heir  of  his  devisee  can  maintain  ejectment  against  a  person  who  has 
entered  upon  the  land,  and  cannot  show  title  or  possession  in  any  one  prior  to 
the  testator. 

W.  in  1842  inclosed  some  waste  land;  in  1850  he  inclosed  more  land  ad- 
joining, and  built  a  cottage  ;  he  occupied  the  whole  till  1860,  when  he  died, 
having  devised  it  to  his  wife  so  long  as  she  remained  unmarried,  with  remainder 
to  his  daughter  in  fee.  On  his  death,  the  widow  and  daughter  continued  to 
re-side  on  the  property,  and  in  1861  the  defendant  married  the  widow,  and  came 
to  reside  with  them.  Early  in  1863  the  daughter  died,  aged  eighteen  years, 
and  the  mother  died  soon  after.  The  defendant  continued  to  occupy  the  prop- 
erty, and  in  186.^  tlie  daughter's  heir-at-law  brought  ejectment  against 
him  :  — 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  property. 

Ejectment  for  a  cottage,  garden,  and  premises,  situate  at  Keysoe 
Eow,  in  the  parish  of  Keysoe,  in  the  county  of  Bedford;  the  writ 
stated  that  the  female  plaintift"  claimed  possession  as  heir-at-law 
of  Mary  Ann  Williamson,  an  infant  deceased. 

The  defendant  defended  for  the  whole. 

At  the  trial  before  Cockbukx,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Bedfordshire 
[*  2]  *  Spring  Assizes,  the  following  facts  appeared  in  evidence. 
Aljout  Michaelmas,  in  the  year  1842,  Thomas  Williamson 
inclosed  from  the  waste  of  a  UKinor  a  piece  of  land  hy  the  side  of 
the  highway ;  :.m\  in  1850  he  inclosed  more  land  adjoining,  and 
huilt  a  cottage;  thewliole  being  the  land  as  described  and  claimed 
in  the  writ.  He  occupied  the  whole  till  his  death  in  1860.  By 
his  will  he  devised  the  whole  pro])erty,  dcscril)iiig  it  as  "  a  cottage 
and  garden  in  Keysoe  Tlow,  in  wliich  T  now  dwell,"  to  his  wife 
Lucy  Williamson,  for  and  during  so  much  only  of  her  natural  life 
as  she  might  remain  liis  widow  and  unmarried;  and  from  and 
after  her  decease,  or  second  marriage,  whichever  event  might  first 
happen,  to  his  only  child,  Mary  Ann  Williamson,  in  fee.  After 
tlie  deatli  of  Thomas  Williamson,  his  widow  remained  in  posses- 
sion with  the  daughter,  and  in  April,  1801,  married  the  defendant; 
and  from  that  time  they  all  tlirce  resided  on  the  property  till  the 
deatli   of  iIk;  daughter,  aged  eighteen  years,  in   February,  1863. 
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On  her  death,  the  defendant  and  his  wife,  the  widow  of  the  tes- 
tator, continued  to  reside  on  the  premises;  the  widow  died  in 
May,   1<S6.'3,   and  the  defenchmt  still  continued  to  occupy. 

The  female  plaintiff  is  tlie  heir-at-law  of  the  testator's  daughter, 
Mary  Ann  Williamson.      The  writ  was  issued  11th  of  April,  1<S65. 

These  facts  l)eing  undisputed,  the  (JuiEF  Justice  directed  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff' for  the  whole  of  the  property  claimed;  with 
leave  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground 
that  the  testator  had  no  devisable  interest  in  any  part  of  the 
property. 

A  rule  nisi  was  afterwards  obtained  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  on  the  ground  that  no  title  in  the  plaintiffs  was  shown 
to  either  portion  of  the  land  inclosed. 

Markby  (Nov.  2nd)  showed  cause.  The  testator,  at  the  time  of 
liis  death,  had  acquired  no  title  by  lapse  of  time;  and  the  point 
made  and  reserved  at  the  trial  was,  that  the  testator  being  only 
.1  trespasser  in  possession,  had  no  devisaljle  interest;  that  his 
interest  was  at  most  that  of  a  tenant  at  will  only ;  and  that  the 
devisee,  if  in  possession,  was  only  a  new  trespasser.  But  the 
authorities  are  C(jnclusive  to  show  that  a  person  in  peaceable 
*  possession  of  land  has,  as  against  every  one  liut  the  true  [*'■'>] 
owner,  an  interest  capable  of  being  inherited,  devised,  or 
conveyed.  In  Doc  v.  Jaunccy,  8  C.  &  V.  99,  102,  which  was 
also  the  case  of  an  inclosure  from  the  roadside,  a  somewhat  similar 
objection  was  taken ;  but  CoLERlDGE,  J. ,  said  :  "  The  moment  the 
father  had  taken  the  land,  if  he  died,  it  would  (provided  the 
owner  did  not  interfere)  descend  to  his  son. "  In  Doc  v.  Barnard, 
13  Q.  B.  945,  952,  18  L.  J.  Q.  B.  306,  a  distinction  is  clearly 
drawn  by  the  Court  between  persons  who  succeed  each  other  in 
possession,  claiming  one  from  tlie  other  l)y  descent,  devise,  or 
conveyance,  and  persons  who  succeed  each  other  in  possession, 
there  being  no  such  relation  between  them.  The  same  doctrine 
is  recognised  in  Doc  v.  BircJnuore,  9  Ad.  &  E.  662,  667.  More- 
over, in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  was  not  l)ound  to  show  any  title  at 
all  as  against  the  defendant.  The  defendant  must  be  taken  on 
the  facts  to  have  entered  by  the  daughter's  permission,  whose 
title,  therefore,  he  cannot  dispute.  So  neither  can  he  dispute  the 
title  of  the  female  plaintiff",  the  daughter's  heir-at-law.  Doe  v. 
Birchmore  is  a  direct  authority  on  this  poin.t.  There  the  defend- 
ant had  come  in  as  the  servant  of  the  testator,  who  was  himself 
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only  tenant  at  will;  and  in  ejectment  bronglit  l:)y  the  devisee 
aoainst  the  defendant,  who  remained  in  possession  after  the  ileatli 
of  the  testator,  the  Conrt  held  that  the  defendant,  the  servant, 
could  not  compel  the  devisee  to  prove  that  the  testator  had  title  ; 
and  that  it  was  sufficient  to  show  that  the  defendant  came  in  under 
the  testator. 

Merewether  (Nov.  2nd  and  3rd),  in  support  of  the  rule.  As  to 
the  point  last  made,  the  defendant  did  not  come  in  under  the 
plaintiff's  title,  that  is  under  the  will,  but  adversely  to  it;  for  at 
the  very  moment  of  the  marriage,  the  estate  of  the  widow  ceased ; 
and  the  defendant  entered  as  a  wrong-doer. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  The  widow  had  rightful  possession,  which 
became  wrongful  on  her  marriage ;  but  she  had  the  same  actual 
possession.  She,  therefore,  coming  in  under  the  will,  cannot  dis- 
pute title  claimed  under  it,  and  by  means  of  the  marriage  her  pos- 
session became  that  of  the  defendant ;  if  she  cannot  dispute  the 

validity  of  the  will,  neither  can  he.] 
[*  4]        *  When   the   defendant   entered,   the   wife   being   already 
married  had  ceased  to  hold  under  the  will. 

[Mellor,  J.  The  defendant's  contention  is,  that  the  woman 
being  a  free  agent,  could  throw  up  her  estate,  and  that  the 
defendant,  coming  in  after  tlie  marriage,  came  in  as  a  wrong-d(jer. 
CocKBURX,  C.  J.  The  widow,  after  her  second  marriage,  would 
not  be  a  wrong-doer  in  the  sense  of  a  trespasser.] 

The  defendant  cannot  be  said  to  come  in  inider  the  will,  for  he 
entered  and  took  possession  in  spite  of  the  will. 

[CocKBURN,  C.  J.  Why  are  we  to  assume  his  possession  was 
in  spite  of  the  will  ?  lie  goes  into  the  cottage,  and  lives  with  the 
mother  and  daughter,  who  claim  under  the  will.] 

Secondly,  assuming  the  defendant's  possession  to  be  adverse  to 
tlie  will,  the  case  is  that  of  two  trespassers,  and  in  such  a  case, 
tlie  one  last  in  possession  is  entitled  to  keep  the  land  until  the 
jjerson  having  title  ejects  him  ;  and  the  devise  of  the  first  confers 
no  title  on  his  devisee,  so  as  to  enable  lu'r  or  her  heir  ti-  maintain 
ejectment  against  tlie  ])resent  possessor. 

[CocKBritN,  C.  J.  Under  the  old  law,  a  disseisor  liad  good  title 
against  all  but  the  disseisee;  and  if  the  disseisor  dicMl  before  entry 
by  tlie  disseisee,  the  lattcr's  entry  was  tolled,  and  h(^  was  driven 
to  his  real  acti(tn.] 

Tliis  is  not   the   case   of   a  disseisor.      In   Ddc    v.    Barnard,  13 
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<.^).  B.  945,  18  L.  J.  Q.  B.  306,  a  pridr  possession  Ijcini^  s1k)\vii, 
the  plaintiff,  who  had  only  a  title  from  mere  possession  fur  less 
than  twenty  years,  was  held  incapable  of  maintaining  her  action 
of  ejectment.  In  such  a  case,  any  one  getting  possession,  withcnit 
force  or  fraud,  can  maintain  his  possession.  In  iJlniti  v.  Gayfcre, 
17  Beav.  421,  where  there  had  been  several  successive  and  inde- 
pendent occupiers,  all  without  title,  and  the  possession  ultimately 
came  to  the  Court,  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  decreed  possession 
to  the  last  occupier,  expressly  on  the  ground  that  at  law  he  could 
have  maintained  his  possession  against  all  but  the  true  owner, 
who  in  that  case  was  barred  by  lapse  of  time. 

[OocKBURX,  C.  J.     The  Master  of  the  Bolls  may  be  right  in 
equity,  but  I  doubt  his  being  right  in  law.      In  Doe  v.  DyehuU, 
Mood.  &  M.  346,  Lord  Texterden  held,  that  possession  for 
one  year  by  the  plaintiff  *  was  sufficient,  to  maintain  eject-    [*  5] 
ment  against  a  person  who  came  and  turned  him  out,  with- 
out any  further  [)roof  of  title.] 

In  that  case  the  possession  of  the  defendant  was  obtained  by 
force.      Here  it  was  simply  adver.se. 

[Cockburx,  C.  J.  A  person  being  peaceably  in  possession  of  a 
house,  a  person,  going  in  and  taking  possession  w^ithout  his  leave, 
commits  a  trespass,  and  all  trespass  implies  force  in  the  eye  of  the 
law.] 

Cockburx,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  .'should  be  dis- 
charged. The  defendant,  on  the  facts,  is  in  this  dilemma;  either 
his  pos.session  was  adverse,  or  it  was  not.  If  it  was  not  adverse 
to  the  devisee  of  the  person  who  inclosed  the  land,  and  it  may  be 
treated  as  a  continuance  of  the  possession  which  the  widow  had 
and  ought  to  have  given  up,  on  her  marriage  with  the  defendant, 
then,  as  she  and  the  defendant  came  in  under  the  will,  both  would 
be  estopped  from  denying  the  title  of  the  devisee  and  her  heir- 
at-law.  But  assuming  the  defendant's  possession  to  have  been 
adverse,  we  have  then  to  consider  how  far  it  operated  to  destroy 
the  right  of  the  devisee  and  her  heir-at-law.  ^Ir.  Merewether  was 
obliged  to  contend  that  possession  acquired,  as  this  was,  against 
a  rightful  owner,  would  not  be  sufficient  to  keep  out  every  other 
}>erson  but  the  rightful  owner.  But  I  take  it  as  clearly  estab- 
lished, that  possession  is  good  against  all  the  world  except  the 
person  who  can  show  a  good  title  ;  and  it  would  be  mischievous  to 
change  this  established  doctrine.  1\\  Doe  v.  Dijehall,  Mood.  &  M. 
vol..  XI.  —  3.") 
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346,  one  year's  possessit»n  by  the  })laiutifi'  was  held  good  against 
a  person  who  came  and  turned  him  out;  and  there  are  other 
authorities  to  tlie  same  effect.  Suppose  the  person  who  originally 
inclosed  the-  land  had  been  expelled  by  the  defendant,  or  the 
defendant  had  obtained  possession  without  force,  by  simply  walk- 
ing in  at  the  open  door  in  the  absence  of  the  then  possessor,  and 
were  to  say  to  him,  "  You  have  no  UKne  title  than  I  have,  my 
possession  is  as  good  as  yours,"  surely  ejectment  could  have  been 
maintained  by  the  original  possessor  against  the  defendant.  All 
the  old  law  on  the  doctrine  of  disseisin  was  founded  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  the  disseisor's  title  was  good  against  all  but  the 
disseisee.  It  is  too  clear  to  admit  of  doubt,  that  if  the 
[*  6]  *  devisor  had  been  turned  out  of  possession  he  could  have 
maintained  ejectment.  What  is  the  position  of  the  devisee  ? 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  man  has  a  right  to  devise  that  estate, 
which  the  law  gives  him  against  all  the  world  but  the  true  owner. 
Here  the  widow  was  a  prior  devisee,  but  durante  viduiUifc.  only, 
and  as  soon  as  the  testator  died,  the  estate  became  vested  in  the 
widow;  and  immediately  on  the  widow's  marriage  the  daughter 
had  a  right  to  possession;  the  defendant,  however,  anticipates 
her,  and  with  tlie  widow  takes  possession.  But  just  as  he  had 
no  right  to  interfere  with  the  testator,  so  he  had  no  right  against 
the  daughter,  and  had  she  lived  she  could  have  brought  ejectment ; 
although  she  died  without  asserting  her  right,  the  same  right 
belongs  to  her  heii".  Therefore  I  think  the  action  can  be  main- 
tained, inasmuch  as  the  defendant  had  not  acquired  any  title  by 
length  of  possession.  The  devisor  might  have  brought  ejectment, 
his  right  of  possession  being  passed  by  will  to  his  daughter,  she 
could  have  maintained  ejectment,  and  so,  therefore,  can  her  heir, 
the  female  plaintiff.  We  know  to  what  extent  encroachments  on 
waste  lands  have  taken  place;  and  if  the  lord  has  acc^uiesced  and 
does  not  interfere,  can  it  be  at  the  mere  will  of  any  stranger  to 
disturb  tlie  person  in  possession  ?  I  do  not  know  wliat  equity 
may  sav  to  the  rights  of  different  claimants  who  have  come  in  at 
different  times  without  title;  but  at  law,  I  tliink  the  right  of  the 
original  ])ossessor  is  clear.  On  tlie  simple  ground  that  possession 
is  good  title  against  all  l)ut  the  true  owner,  I  think  llie  plaintiffs 
entitled  to  succeed,  and  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Mkllok,  J.      I  am  of  the  same  ojiiiiion.      It  is  necessary  to  dis- 
tinguish between  the  case  of  tlu;  true  owner  and  that  of  a  person 
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having  no  title.  The  fact  of  possession  iii  prima  facie  evidence  of 
seisin  in  fee.  Tlie  law  gives  credit  to  possession  unless  explained; 
and  Mr.  Merewether,  in  order  to  succeed,  ought  to  have  Kone  on  * 
and  shown  tlu^  testator's  title  to  be  had,  as  tliat  lie  was  only 
tenant  at  will,  but  this  he  did  not  do.  In  Doc  v.  Dyehall,  Mood. 
&  M.  346,  pcrssession  for  a  year  only  was -held  sufficient  against 
a  person  having  no  title.  In  Doe  v.  Barnard,  13  Q.  B.  945,  18 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  306,  the  plaintilf  did  not  rely  on  her  own  possession 
merely,  but  showed  a  prior  possession  in  her  husband,  with  whom 
she  was  unconnected  in  point  of  title.  Here  the  first 
*  possessor  is  •connected  in  title  with  the  plaintiffs  ;  for  there  [*  7] 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  testator's  interest  was  devisable. 
In  the  common  ease  of  proving  a  claim  to  landed  estate  under  a 
will,  proof  of  the  will  and  of  possession  or  receipt  of  rents  by 
the  testator  is  always  prima  facie  sufficient,  without  going  on  to 
show  possession  for  more  than  twenty  year.s.  I  agree  with  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  in  the  importance  of  maintaining,  that  pos- 
session is  good  against  all  but  the  rightful  owner. 

Lush,  J,,  concurred.  Rule  discharged. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 
'  The  rule,  wliicli  lies  at  the  root  of  the  English  system  of  title  to 
laud,  is  so  well  known  to  practising  lawyers  that  it  seems  unnecessary 
to  look  farther  for  reported  cases.  To  take  a  simple  (and  actual  though 
unreported)  case:  Land  is  held  by  X.  as  a  yearly  tenant  to  A.  A. 
dies,  and  the  property  is  claimed  by  C.  as  heir.  Xo  other  lieir  coming 
forward  at  tlie  time,  X.  attorns  to  C.  Subsequent!}'-  B.,  who  is  a 
nearer  heir,  hears  of  the  succession,  and  (C.  disputing  his  claim)  brings 
an  action  for  recovery  of  the  land  against  C.  C.  pleads,  (1)  that  B.  is 
not  the  heir,  (2)  that  A.  was  not  seised.  C  does  not  appear  at  the 
trial.  B.  proves  his  heirsliip,  and  to  prove  the  seisin,  calls  X..  who 
sa^ys  that  he  paid  rent  to  A.  This  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  A.'s 
seisin  in  fee,  and  is  sufficient. 

In  Scotland,  and  probably  in  other  (Countries,  where,  bv  a  fiction, 
seisin  is  effected  by  the  entry  on  a  register,  the  possession  is  a  less 
important  element  in  the  proof  of  title:  though  possession  must,  in 
any  settled  state,  give  at  least  the  rights  of  a  defendant  in  a  2)roceeding 
in  the  nature  of  ejectment. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

This  Rule  is  supported  by  Smith  v.  LorUlnrd,  10  Johnson  (X.  Y.),  ooS ; 
Jackson   V.  Denn,  u  Cowen  (X.  Y.).  200;  Johnston  v.    Glancy.  4   Blackford 
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(Indiana),  94;  28  Am.  Dec.  4.');  Knox  v.  Thompson,  1  Littell  (Keutiickv), 
o50;  13  Am.  Dec.  24(5;  Fan-  v.  Sfere?iof,  29  California,  4!»< I;  Mce/ian  v.  ]Vil- 
, //n?H.v,  48  Penn.  State,  238 ;  Wickcs  v.  Lake,  2o  Wisconsin, '.i~)\  McMccIxtn  v. 
Grijfing,  S  Pickering  (Mass.),  14!) ;  1-')  Am.  Dec.  19S;  Prilduird  \.  Brown,  A 
Xew  Ilampshii-e,  397 ;  17  Am.  Dec.  431 ;  TuUle  v.  Jackson,  0  Wendell  (N.  Y.), 
213;  21  Am.  Dec.  30(J ;  Grimstone  v.  Carle?-,'-)  Paige  (N.  Y  Chancery),  421 ; 
24  Am.  Dec.  230;  Lance  v.  Gorman,  136  Penn.  State,  200;  2Q  Am.  St.  Rej). 
914;  Wilkins  v.  Bevier,  43  Minnesota,  213;  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  238;  Bowman  v. 
Anderson,  82  loAva,  210;  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  473  ;  Coffey  v.  Emirjh,  15  Colorado, 
184 ;  10  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  125 ;  Friedlander  v.  Hewitt,  30  Nebraska,  783 ; 
9  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  700  ;  Phelnn  v.  Brady,  119  New  York,  587  ;  8  Law- 
yers' Re^).  Annotated,  211  ;  Frame  v.  Frame,  32  West  Virginia,  463  ;  5  Lawyers' 
Rep.  Annotated,  32:5;  Lafferly  v.  Schuylkill  R.  E.  S.  Co..  124  Penn.  State, 
297;  3  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  124;  Thomas  v.  Burnett,  128  Illinois,  37;  4 
Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  222;  Ward  v.  Mcintosh,  12  Ohio  State,  231 ;  Currier 
V.  Gale,  9  Allen  (Mass.),  522;  Fletcher  v.  Fuller.  120  United  States,  534 ;  Teass 
V.  St.  Albans,  38  West  Virginia,  1;  19  Lawyers'  Rep.  Annotated,  802.  "It 
is  well  settled  that  actual  possession  of  land  by  a  party  under  an  unrecorded 
deed  is  constructive  notice  of  the  legal  and  equitable  right  of  the  party  in 
possession  "  :  Thomas  v.  Burnett,  supra.  "  We  consider  it  as  perfectly  well  set- 
tled that  open  exclusive  possession  is  sufficient  notice  to  all  the  world  of  any 
claim  which  he  who  is  so  in  possession  has  upon  the  land."  Prilchard  v. 
Broicn.  supra. 

But  the  possession  to  have  this  effect  must  l)e  open,  notorious,  unequivo- 
cal, and  exclusive,  and  inconsistent  with  the  claim  of  any  other  person : 
Elliot  V.  Zone,  82  Iowa,  484;  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  504 ;  Boijce  \.  McCulloch,  3 
Watts  &  Sergeant,  429 ;  39  Am.  Dec.  35. 

The  rule  has  been  essentially  modified  by  the  Registry  Laws  in  the  Amer- 
ican States,  and  some  Courts  deny  that  as  a  matter  of  law  open  possession 
under  an  unrecorded  deed  amounts  to  constructive  notice  of  title :  Harris  v. 
Arnold,  1  Rhode  Island,  125;  Rogers  v.  Jones,  8  New  Hampshire,  2()4,  which 
hold  that  such  possession  simply  l>uts  an  intending  purchaser  on  inquiry,  and 
if  such  inquiry  discloses  no  title  in  the  tenant  because  he  lias  not  put  his  title 
on  record,  in  pursuance  of  the  Recording  Acts,  the  other  party  is  not  preju- 
diced by  it.  In  S7mth  v.  Yule,  31  Calif ornia,l 83,  the  Court  said  :  "  It  is  said 
in  Fair  v.  Stevenot,  29  Cal.  490,  in  entire  harmony  with  tlie  current  of  author- 
ity, that  the  open,  notorious,  and  exclusive  possession  of  a  purchaser  holding 
under  an  unrecord(Ml  deed,  is  sufficient  to  put  a  subsequent  purchaser  uj)on 
inquiry  as  lo  Ihe  title  of  the  jxtsou  in  jiossession,  and  that  notice  of  the 
unrecorded  (1c(mI  shoiilil  lie  found  from  such  ]inssessioii,  uidess  it  njipears  that 
the  iii(|iiiry  has  hvm  diligently  pr()sccut<'(l,  Imt  witliont  success.  The  doc- 
trine of  constructive  notice  inii)lied  from  jtossession  S]U-ings  from  tin;  a]>par- 
ent,  not  the  true,  relation  that  the  pi'rson  bears  to  the  title.  It  proceeds 
njioii  the  appearances  ami  tlic  |ii-csinn]itions  arising  therefrom.  The  person 
in  possession  is  jjresumcil  to  lie  rightfully  so,  and  the  subsequent  purchaser, 
finding  a  person  in  the  ;i]i|i.ircnt  possession,  is  charged  by  the  law  with  tlie 
duty  of  inquiring  by  what  right   or  title  he  liolds.     The  ground  upon  which 
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the  holder  of  the  unrecorded  conveyance  is  permitted  to  i)revail  over  a  sub- 
sequent purchaser,  \vlio  has  recorded  liis  conveyance  according-  to  the  statute, 
is  that  it  was  fraudulent  in  Jiini  to  take  and  register  a  conveyance  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  known  title  of  another.  And  as  a  fraud  will  not  be  pre- 
sunu'd,  but  must  be  proven,  the  notice,  whether  actual  or  constructive,  of  the 
unrecorded  conveyance  must  be  clearly  shown  before  the  exception  established 
by  the  Courts  to  the  Registration  Act  will  be  permitted  to  prevail. 

"  Inquiry  does  not  become  a  duty  where  the  apparent  possession  is  con- 
sistent with  the  title,  ai>pearing  of  record.  The  subsequent  purchaser  cannot 
be  said  in  such  case  to  have  either  neglected  or  refused  to  make  inquiry  for  a 
title  not  appearing  of  record,  for  none  was  suggested  by  the  apparent  posses- 
sion, and,  thei'efore,  for  his  failure  he  cannot  be  adjudged  guilty  of  fraud. 
Where  the  vendor  is  in  the  apparent  possession,  tha  subsequent  purchasei-, 
finding  the  title  of  record  in  tiie  vendor,  is  put  uj^on  no  further  in<pury, 
because  the  possession  appears  to  be  according  to  the  title,  and  if,  at  the 
same  time,  another  person  is  also  in  possession,  there  is  no  presum[itiou  of 
title  in  him  inconsistent  with  that  found  in  the  vendor." 

This  rule  as  to  notice  is  approved  in  Thompson  v.  Plocke.  41  Cal.  -lin:  and 
i.s  asserted  in  Meehan  v.  Williams,  IS  Penn.  State,  238,  and  Wickes  v.  Lake,  'l') 
Wis.  71,  9."j;   Sibleij  v.  Leffingwell,  8  Allen  (Mass.),  .381. 

'J'o  the  contrary,  however:  Vattr/hn  v.  Traci/.2'2  Missouri,  41.5;  Beal  v. 
Gordon,  .1.3  Maine,  482;  and  under  most  Recording  Acts  mere  possession  is 
not  notice  of  the  existence  of  an  unrecorded  deed.  See  Wade  on  Notice, 
sect.  278,  and  cases  there  cited. 
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See  also  Sect.  4  of  "  Eqiit.\ble  Titlk,"  10  R.  C.  570  it  se>j.     Aud  further,  as  to 
"  Extent,"  No.  5  of  "  Ckown,"  8  R.  C.  181  et  se.</. 

! 

No.  1.  — aiLP:S    V.    (r ROVER. 
(H.  L.  1832.) 

No.  2. —Ex  PARTE   WILLIAMS,    In  ke   DAVIES. 

(1872.) 

rule. 

At  common  law  goods  of  the  debtor  are  said  to  be  IdoiiikI 

from  the  date   of  the  teste  of  a  writ  of   execution.     Tlie 

effect  is  that  the  debtor  could   not   lawfully  alienate   the 
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goods,  although  the  sheriff  did  not  until  seizure  acquire 
any  property  in  the  goods.  Upon  seizure,  the  goods  come 
to  be  in  the  custody  of  the  law. 

The  law  as  to  the  rights  of  a  subject  execution  creditor 
is  modified  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  and  the  Bankiuptcy 
Statutes;  but  in  an  execution  at  the  suit  of  tlie  Crown,  the 
property  of  the  debtor  is  still  bound,  and  the  priority  of 
the  Crown  effected  from  the  teste  of  the  writ.  And  since 
the  King's  execution  prevails  at  common  law  over  that  of 
the  subject,  the  result  is  that  an  extent  tested  after  seizure 
but  before  sale  under  a  writ  of  Ji.fu.,  by  a  subject,  prevails 
over  the  subject's  execution. 

Giles,  Plaintiff  in  Error,  v.  Grover  and  Pollard,  Defendants  in  Error 
(Appeal  from  R.  v.  Giles). 

1  H.  L.  C.  72-2-24  (s.  c.  9  IJing.  128  ;  2  ?»Ioo.  &  So.  1<)7). 
Execution.  —  Croivrt  Debt.  —  Extent.  —  J'l  ioriti/. 

[72]        Where  goods  have  been  seized  under  njt.fa.,  hut  remain  UTisold  iti  tlie 
hands  of  the  sheriff,  he  shall  sell  them  under  a  writ  of  e.xteut  in  chief  or  in 
aid,  tested  after  the  seizure  under  thvji.fa.,  and  shall  satisfy  the  Cniwu's  debt 
without  regard  to  the  previous  execution. 

This  was  an  issite  directed  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  Hilary 
Term,  1824,  with  a  view  to  determine  whether  the  effects  of  Henry 
Tuurdrinier  and  Thomas  Nicholls,  debtors  of  the  defendants  in 
error,  were  liable  to  seizure  under  an  extent  in  aid  is.sued  at  the 
suit  of  Grover  and  Pollard.  The  goods  of  Fourdrinierand  Nicliolls 
had  already  been  seized  by  the  slieriif  under  writs  of  Jieri  /(tcias, 
and  remained  in  his  hands  unst)ld  when  the  extent  in  aid  was 
issued.  Tlie  (itiestion  was,  whether  the  execution  under  the  writs 
of  //.  /((.  was  an  execution  executed  so  as  to  change  the  property, 
and  leave  nothing  for  the  extent  to  operate  upon,  or  whether  the 
j)roperty  still  remained  so  fnr  in  the  dehtors  as  to  be  liahle  to 
.seizure  under  the  extent. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  Judges,  who 
<in  the  25th  May  and  'J.'th  Juiu!  delivered  their  opinions.  The 
House  of  Lords  took  liuK;  for  further  consideration;  and,  on  the 
11th  July,  Lord  TKNTioiiDKX  and  the  LoKD  CiiAXCEU-oi!  (LiioriiH.VM) 
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*  expressed  their  concurrence  with  the  opinion  of  the  major-  [*  T-'JJ 
ity  of  tlie  Judges. 

Mr.  Justice  Pattksox.  In  this  case  your  Lordships  have  pro- 
])Ounded  two  <|uestions  for  the  opinious  of  tiie  Judges.  1st.  A 
common  person  brings  his  action  against  another,  and  obtains 
judgment;  issues  a  writ  oi  fieri  facias  upon  that  judgment,  and 
delivers  the  writ  to  the  sheriff,  who,  in  execution  thereof,  seizes 
the  goods  of  the  defendant:  while  the  goods  remain  in  the  sheriff's 
hands,  and  before  he  has  sold  them,  a  writ  of  extent  in  aid  is 
issued  against  the  same  defendant,  as  debtor  of  a  debtor  of  the 
Crown,  tested  after  the  seizure  under  the  writ  of  Jicri  facias,  and 
is  delivered  to  the  said  sheriff:  shall  this  writ  of  extent  be  exe- 
cuted by  the  sheriff  by  extending  the  same  goods,  seizing  them 
into  the  King's  hands,  and  selling  them  to  satisfy  the  Crown's 
debts,  without  regard  to  the  writ  of  feri  facias  under  which  he 
had  first  seized  them  ? 

l^nd.  All  other  things  remaining  the  same,  does  it  make  any 
difference  whether  the  writ  of  extent  was  in  chief  or  in  aid  ? 

Upon  the  first  ([uestion  much  difference  of  opinion  has  long 
existed,  and  there  are  conflicting  decisions  of  the  Courts  of  law. 
Your  Lordships  therefore  will  not  l)e  surprised  to  find  that  the 
Judges  have  not  been  able  to  agree,  and  it  has  become  my  duty  to- 
state  my  opinion  upon  it.  I  apprehend  that  the  answer  to  this 
(piestion  depends  upon  two  points:  first,  whether  the  property  in 
the  goods  is  so  altered  by  the  seizure  of  the  sheriff  under  the  fieri 
facias,  that  the  extent  cannot  take  effect ;  and,  secondly,  whether 
the  statute  33  Hen.  VIIL  c.  39,  s.  74,  bars  the  right  of  the  Crown. 
As  to  the  first  point :  At  common  law  the  goods  of  the  debtor 
were  bound  from  the  teste  of  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  at  the 

*  suit  of  a  common  person,  as  well  as  from  the  teste  of  the  [*  74] 
King's  writ.      This,  as  to   common  persons,  is   altered  by 

the  statute  29  Car.  IL  c.  3,  s.  16,  since  which  they  are  liound  only 
from  the  delivery  of  the  writ  of  fieri  facias  to  the  sheriff.  The 
Crovvn,  however,  not  being  named  in  that  statute,  goods  are  still 
bound  from  the  teste  of  the  King's  writ.  But  this  binding,  in  the 
ease  both  of  the  King  and  of  a  common  person,  relates  only  to  the 
debtor  himself  and  his  acts,  so  as  to  vacate  any  intermediate 
assignment  made  by  him  otherwise  than  in  market  overt.  PliiJlips 
and  Thompson,  3  Lev.  1!)1  ;  Lovthall  v.  Tomhlas  (Per  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  2  Eq.  Cas.   Abr.  3S]),  and  per  Lord  Ellenborough,  Payne 
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V.  Dreirc,  4  East,  538,  and  many  other  cases.  And  even  wlien 
made  in  market  overt,  in  the  case  of  the  Kinj^^  it  in  no  way  aft'ects 
the  priority  of  contiicting  writs.  The  rule  as  to  priority  between 
common  persons  always  was,  that  the  writ  which  was  iirst  delivered 
to  the  sheriff  should  be  Iirst  executed,  without  regard  to  the  teste  ; 
but  between  the  King  and  a  subject,  that  the  King's  writ,  though 
delivered  last,  should  be  preferred  first,  on  the  ground  expressed 
Ijy  Lord  CoKE,  Qitick's  Case,  9  Co.  Rep.  129 h :  "  Quando  jus 
domiui  regis  et  subditi  insimul  concurrunt,  jus  regis  prajferri 
debet. "  And  this  also  without  regard  to  the  teste.  If,  therefore, 
a  writ  of  Jieri  fcicias  at  the  suit  of  a  common  person  may  be 
delivered  to  the  sheriff,  and,  before  any  seizure  made  by  him 
under  that  writ,  a  writ  of  extent  at  the  suit  of  the  King,  tested 
after  the  delivery  of  the  Jie?'i  facias,  be  delivered  to  him,  it  is 
not  doubted  but  that  the  sheriff  would  be  bound  to  execute  the 
writ  of  extent  in  preference  to  the  fieri  facias.  In  the  case, 
indeed,  stated  by  your  Lordships,  the  sheriff  had   already  seized 

under  tlie  writ  of  ^'t'r^'yWfu/s  before  the  writ  of  extent  was  de- 
[*  75]   livered  to  him  :  what  then  is  the  effect  of  that  seizure  ?     *  If 

Ijy  it  the  writ  vi  f'eri  facias  is  executed;  if  the  rights  of  the 
King  and  the  subject  no  longer  run  together;  if  the  property  in  the 
•Toods  be  taken  out  of  the  debtor;  then  the  writ  of  extent  is  too 
late,  it  has  nothing  on  which  to  operate.  Ikit  if  the  seizure  of 
the  goods  be  but  an  inception  of  the  execution  ;  if  the  rights  of  the 
King  and  the  subject  are  still  conflicting;  if  the  general  property 
in  tiie  goods  still  remain  in  the  debtor;  then  the  inaxim  will  still 
apply,  and  the  King's  right  must  be  preferred.  It  is  not  pre- 
tended in  any  of  the  authorities,  except  in  some  supposed  loose 
dicta,  that  by  seizure  of  the  goods  any  property  therein  is  acquired 
by  the  creditor;  so  far  is  this  from  being  the  case,  that  when  goods 
were  seized  by  the  sheriff  under  one  writ  (which  had  been  last 
delivered),  it  was  held  that  he  might  sell  under  the  writ  of  another 
creditor,  which  had  been  first  delivered,  but  under  which  he  had 
not  seized.  Iliitrlilnsan.  v.  Johnston,  1  T.  IJ.  720  (1  W.  \l.  ;:).S0)  ; 
and  see  Jones  v.  Atherton,  7  Taunt.  56  (17  II.  \l  442).  Now  if 
the  seizure  inider  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  executed  the  writ,  if  it 
changed  that  projierty,  and  vested  it  in  (lu^  creditor,  how  came  it 
that  the  sluiriff,  having  seized  under  the  second  writ,  was  not  com- 
])elled  to  sell  under  that  writ?  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  reason 
was  because  the  property  was  bound  and  altered  by  the  d(divevy 
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of  the  first  writ,  and  therefore  the  goods  couhl  not  be  taken  under 
the  hist,  ;^ince  it  was  liehl  in  Vaijne  v.  Drewc,  4  East,  o^'J,  that  if 
the  sherilt'  sell  under  tlie  writ  hist  delivered,  the  creditor  whose 
writ  svas  first  delivered  cannot  follow  the  goods  or  their  proceeds, 
though  he  has  his  remedy  against  the  sheriff;  and  tlie  same  point 
liad  long  before  been  determined  in  SiiiaUcoinh  v.  C'russ,  1  Lord 
Jvaym.  251,  1  Salk.  320,  and  other  cases.  It  seems  to  -me  t(j  be 
clear  from  these  cases  that  the  seizure  of  goods  by  the 
sheriff  will  not  make  any  *  difference  as  to  the  rights  of  [*  76] 
creditors  under  confiicting  writs,  any  more  than  the  teste  of 
the  writs  does,  and  will  not  vest  any  property  wliatever  in  the 
creditor  under  whose  writ  the  seizure  is  made,  in  the  cases  of  com- 
Uion  persons;  why  then  should  it  make  any  difference  in  the  case 
of  the  Crown  and  a  subject?  It  is  true  that  in  one  report  of  the 
case  of  Will) ralia  1,1  v.  Suoic,  1  Lev.  282,  Lord  C.  J.  Kelynge  is 
made  to  say  that  "  the  })roperty  is  altered  from  the  owner  and 
given  to  the  party  at  whose  suit;  "  but  the  reporter  adds  a  (incere, 
and  the  other  reports  of  the  same  case  do  not  mention  this  sup- 
posed dictum.  Again,  in  one  report  of  Clerk  v.  Witlievs,  2  Lord 
liaym.  1075,  ClorLD,  d. ,  is  made  to  refer  to  this  supposed  dictum 
of  Lord  C.  J.  IvELVX(4E ;  but  in  another  report  of  the  same  case 
(6  Madd.  2!):!),  Gould,  J.,  is  nuide  to  say  only  that  Lord  C.  J, 
IvelyN(;e  lield,  in  WilhraJtani  v.  Snoiv,  that  the  sheriff  gained  a 
general  property  by  seizure ;  whereas  the  other  Judges  held  that 
he  gained  a  special  property  only ;  and  Powv.s,  J. ,  is  made  to  say 
that  the  general  property  remained  perhaps  in  a1)eyance  ;  all  which 
shows  only  the  inaccuracy  of  the  reporters  or  the  doubtful  grounds 
of  the  decision ;  and  as  a  special  property  in  the  sheriff  is  quite 
sufficient  ground  to  warrant  the  decision,  no  other  ground  beyond 
that  can  reasonably  be  taken  to  have  been  established. 

That  the  general  property  in  goods,  even  after  seizure,  remains 
in  the  debtor,  is  clear  from  this,  that  the  debtor  may  after  seizure, 
by  payment,  suspend  the  sale  and  stay  the  execution  (The  Kinr/  v. 
Bird,  2  Show.  87),  and  have  l)ack  his  goods  witliout  any  bill  of 
sale  or  assignment  from  the  sheriff  or  creditor.  And  again,  that 
if  the  sheriff',  after  selling  a  sufficient  quantity  of  goods  seized 
to  satisfy  the  del)t,  proceed  to  sell  more,  trover  will  lie 
against  him  at  the  suit  of  the  debtor;  but  *  if  the  property  [*  77] 
by  seizure  is  taken  out  of  the  debtor,  it  must  Ije  so  taken  as 
to  all  the  goods  seized;  and  wliat  has  operated  to  restore  it?     Still 
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it  is  said  that  by  tlie  seizure  a  special  property  vests  in  the  sheriff', 
and  that  this  is  an  alteration  of  property  sufficient  to  ]^aotect  the 
rights  of  the  execution  creditor,  and  to  prevent  the  CJrown  from 
taking  otherwise  than  subject  to  those  rights.  It  is  inuloubtedly 
true  that  the  sheriff  does  by  the  seizure  acquire  a  special  prop- 
erty in  the  goods ;  he  may  maintain  trespass  or  trover  for  them. 
Wilbraham  v.    Snow,  2    Saund.    47,    1    Sid.    438,    1    Yentris,   52, 

1  Keb.    282,  1  Mod.  30,  2  Keb.  518  ;  and  see  3Iildm,ai/  v.  Smith, 

2  Saund.  344.  He  is  answerable  to  the  creditor  if  they  be  rescued, 
and  he  is  bound  to  sell  them.  Clerl'  v.  Withers,  2  Lord  Eayin. 
1075;  s.  c.  6  Mod.  290,  11  Mod.  34,  Salk.  322,  Holt,  303, 
646.  But  on  full  consideration  it  seems  to  me  that  this  property 
vested  in  the  sheriff  by  seizure  is  merely  that  whicli  results  from 
his  being  the  appointed  officer  of  the  law,  and  to  enable  him  to 
sell  goods  and  to  raise  the  money,  not  that  thereby  the  property 
is  taken  out  of  the  debtor.  The  goods  are  in  substance  i)i  custodia 
legis ;  the  seizure  made  by  the  officer  of  the  law  is  for  the  benefit 
of  those  who  are  l)y  law  entitled;  it  is  made  against  the  will  of 
the  debtor,  and  no  property  is  transferred  by  any  act  of  his  to  the 
sliei'iff.  In  this  respect  it  differs  from  all  cases  (jf  special  prop- 
erty, and  of  charges  on  goods  created  by  the  debtor  whilst  he  has 
the  absolute  dominion  over  the  goods.  It  is  conceded  that  the 
('rown  cannot  avoid  an  eipiitable  mortgage,  Cttsjxrd  v.  Aitornc>f- 
(hricral,  6  Price,  411  (20  K.  R  671)  ;  or  the  lien  of  a  factor,  The 
King  V.  Lee,  6  Price,  369  (20  R.  R  664);  or  of  a  wharHnger,  The 
King  V.  Humphrey,  1   M'Clelland  &  ^'ounge,  173;  or  n  honfi  Jidr 

assignment  in  trust  f(u-  creditors,  The  King  v.  Watson, 
[*  78]   Weston  on  Extents,  *  115  ;  or  any  other  similar  assignment 

or  charge,  because  they  are  created  wlien  the  debtor  luis 
legal  power  and  authority  to  create  them,  and  attacli  upon  the 
goods  ])ef(jrc  the  process  of  the  Crown,  and  tlie  Crown  can  only 
take  tire  goods  subject  to  such  liabilities  as  tlie  debtor  luis  legally 
created.  In  tlie  case,  however,  of  a  seizure  l)y  tlie  sheriff,  the 
debtor  has  created  no  liability,  and  the  Crown  has  a  right  to  say 
that  the  shcrilf,  whilst  tlie  goods  are  in  his  hands,  liolds  them  for 
the  benefit  of  any  one  who  niny  liav(^  a  legal  c-harge  against  them 
as  the  ])ro])('rty  of  the  debtor.  One  instance  aiii)are!itly  showing 
iJiat  n  Jieri  /(ieif(s  is  executed  l)y  seizure  of  the  goods,  is  that  of 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  debtor  after  (he  sei/uve  and  before  sale,  in 
■which    the   assignment   of   tlu;   commissioners   does    not   pass  the 
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property  in  tlie  goods  to  the  assignees,  although  it  relates  back  to 
the  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  although  the  words  of  the  statute, 
21  Jac.  I.  c.  19,  s.  9,  respecting  the  distribution  of  Ijankrupts' 
eft'ects,  compel  cieditors,  upon  judgment,  "  whereof  there  is  no 
execution  or  extent  served  and  executed  "  upon  the  lands  or  goods 
before  the  bankruptcy,  to  come  in  jyf^ri  iiassn  with  other  creditors. 
And  even  a  fractic)n  of  a  day  is  made  in  favour  of  the  fieri  facials. 
Thomas  v.  Dcsaiu/cs,  2  B.  &  Aid.  586.  It  is  argued,  therefore, 
that  the  Courts  of  law,  by  holding  that  seizure  under  an  execution 
before  an  act  of  bankruptcy  prevents  the  execution  creditor  from 
being  driven  to  come  in  with  the  other  creditors,  have  in  effect 
held  that  by  such  seizure  the  execution  is  served  and  executed. 
Now  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the 
21  Jac.  I.  goods  were  bound  from  the  teste  of  a  fieri  facias  as 
against  the  debtor's  own  acts ;  and  it  .seems  not  iuiprobable 
that  this  provision  of  the  statute  might  be  intended  to  guard 
against  creditors  who  might  have  sued  out  a  writ,  and 
*  so  bound  the  del)tor's  goods,  Init  still  al)stained  from  put-  [*  79] 
ting  it  in  force  till  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ;  which  would 
be  in  conformity  to  the  principle  of  the  subsequent  sect.  11,  as  to 
goods  in  the  possession  of  the  bankrupt,  by  consent  of  the  true 
owners'.  Besides  the  goods  when  seized  are  the  goods  of  the  debtor, 
and  if  the  effect  of  the  seizure  were  to  be  done  away  with  by  a 
subsecpient  act  of  bankru})tcy,  it  would  enable  the  del)tor,  by  his 
own  act,  to  defeat  the  creditor.  The  Courts,  therefore,  have  con- 
strued the  words  in  that  Act  as  applying  to  a  seizure,  not  t(j  a 
.sale.  At  all  events,  whether  tins  conjecture  be  right  or  wrong, 
the  decisions  amount  (n\]y  to  a  construction  of  words  in  a  partic- 
ular Act  of  Parliament,  with  reference  to  the  scope  and  object  of 
the  Act,  and  cannot  affect  the  general  law  ;  and  it  is  also  to  be 
remembered,  that  the  Crown  is  not  mentioned  in  or  bound  ])y  that 
Act.  The  ca.se  of  Cleric  v.  WWicrs,  2  Lord  Raym,  1072,  is  also 
pressed  as  estal)li'^hing  the  doctrine  that  the  property  is  taken  out 
of  the  debtor  l)y  the  sheriff's  seizure  ;  but  no  such  doctrine  is  there 
laid  down.  The  facts  of  the  case  were  shortly  these  :  An  adminis- 
trator recovered  a  judgment  by  default  against  Clerk  ;  he  sued  out 
a  fieri  facias,  and  Withers,  the  then  sheriff,  seized  Clerk's  goods: 
before  sale  the  administrator  died  ;  then  Clerk  sued  Withers  (who 
had  gone  out  of  office  in  the  mean  time)  to  have  restitution  of  liis 
goods,  contending  that  as  the  plaintiff  [sc.  in  the  original  action] 
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was  an  administrator,  his  executor  or  administrator  could  not 
have  the  benefit  of  the  judgment,  and  that  any  new  administra- 
tor, de  bonis  non,  could  not,  because  the  judgment  was  by  default. 
Another  point  was  raised,  which  is  not  material  here,  as  to 
Withers  having  quitted  office :  after  much  argument,  it  was  held 
that  the  action  would  not  lie,  because  Clerk  was  discharged  from 
the  debt  by  the  seizure  of  the  sheriff,  ad  ralentiain,  and 
[*  80]  *  that  the  sheriff,  having  seized  in  the  lifetime  of  the  plain- 
tiff, must  account  to  his  representatives.  All  this  is  per- 
fectly consistent  with  the  position  that  the  general  property  in  the 
goods,  even  after  seizure,  remained  in  Clerk,  and  establishes  only 
that  the  debtor  himself  cannot  defeat  an  execution  once  begun, 
nor  get  back  his  goods  after  seizure  under  a  Jieri  facias  witlnuit 
payment  of  the  debt. 

It  is  urged  also,  that  when  goods  are  once  seized  under  a  fieri 
facias,  the  sheriff  must  go  on  to  perfect  the  execution,  and  that 
even  a  writ  of  error  will  not  operate  as  a  supersedeas.  The  cases 
to  establish  this  position  are  somewhat  confused;  but  admitting 
it  to  l)e  established,  the  doctrine  of  change  of  property  does  not 
follow,  for  the  luinging  the  writ  of  error  is  here  also  the  act  of 
the  debtor  himself. 

Ff)r  these  reasons,  and  on  the  authority  of  the  cases  I  have 
mentioned,  and  some  others  to  whicli  I  must  refer  hereafter,  I 
conceive  that  the  property  in  the  goods  is  not  so  altered  by  the 
seizure  of  the  sheriff  under  the  fieri  facias  as  that  the  extent  cannot 
take  effect. 

I  come  now  to  consider  what  is  the  effect  of  the  statute  33  Hen. 
VITT.  c.  39,  s.  74.  Premising  that  it  appears  to  me  somewhat 
doul)tful  whether  that  section  applies  to  any  writ  of  extent  issued 
in  the  first  instance,  commonly  called  an  innnediate  writ  of  extent, 
and  whether  it  was  not  intended  to  apply  only  to  the  King's  writs 
of  execution,  after  judgment  or  award  of  e.vecution  obtained  by 
him  in  a  suit,  T  am  of  ojiiiiiiiii  that  if  it  docs  a))ply  to  such  an 
extent  as  tlie  })resent,  it  does  m)t,  under  the  circumstances  staled, 
])i(;vent  its  ])riority.  That  statute  created  certain  new  Courts; 
and  it  must  be  admitte(l  tbnt  it  gave  tlic  King  some  lunv 
rights,  for  th(^  50th  sect  ion  gives  to  l)onds  made  to  the  King  the 
effect  of  statutes  staplt^  and  the  53rd  section  gives  the  King 
[*  81]  *  the  sam(3  lemcdy  on  tlios(>  l)oiuls  as  the  subject  had  had  oh 
statutes  staple.      'J'hen,  after  \;irious  otiicr  matters,  comes 
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the  74th  section,  at  a  great  distance ;  and  it  is  this :  "  Tliat  if  any 
suit  be  commenced  or  taken,  or  any  process  be  hereafter  awarded 
for  the  King,  for  tlie  recovery  of  any  of  the  King's  debts,  tliat 
then  the  same  snit  or  ])rocess  shall  be  }ireferred  before  the  suit  of 
any  person  or  persons;  and  that  our  sovereign  Lf)rd  the  King,  his 
heirs  and  successors,  shall  have  first  execution  against  any  defend- 
ant or  defendants,  of  and  for  his  said  debts,  before  any  other  per- 
son or  persons,  so  always  that  the  King's  said  suit  be  taken  or 
commenced,  or  process  awarded  for  the  said  debt,  at  the  suit  of 
our  said  sovereign  Lord  the  King,  his  heirs  or  successors,  before 
judgment  given  for  the  said  other  person  or  persons."  Now,  in 
order  tf)  arrive  at  the  true  meaning  of  this  clause,  I  think  we 
must  look  at  the  state  of  the  law  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  the  Act.  At  common  law,  the  King  might  by  his  writ 
of  protection  pi'cvent  any  subject  from  suing  his  debtor  at  all, 
until  the  King's  debt  was  satisfied.  Co.  Litt.  131,  a.  By  statute 
25  Edw.  III.  c.  19,  it  was  provided,  that  notwithstanding  such 
writs  of  protection,  the  subject  creditor  might  sue  the  debtor  to 
judgment,  but  not  have  execution  till  the  King's  debt  was  satis- 
fied;  and  if  the  creditor  would  undertake  for  the  King's  debt,  he 
should  then  have  execution  both  for  it  and  his  own.  Such  writs 
of  protection  have  long  since  ceased ;  and  Lord  Coke  says  that 
he  cannot  say  anything  of  them  from  his  own  experience,  but 
there  is  no  doubt  that  they  were  in  use  at  the  time  of  the  passing 
33  Hen.  VIII. ,  that  Act  having,  by  the  oOtli  section,  made  bond 
del)ts  to  the  King  binding  on  the  land  of  the  debtor  from  the  date 
of  the  bond,  which  they  were  not  before.  The  74th  section 
seems  to  have  been  inserted  *  for  the  benefit  of  the  .subject,  [*  82] 
primarily  with  a  view  to  land,  and  so  as  to  prevent  the 
King's  bonds  from  landing  the  land  as  again.st  the  judgment  of  a 
sul)ject,  which  also  bound  the  land,  unless  the  King,  by  putting 
his  bond  in  force  before  such  judgment  ol)tained,  had  expressed 
his  intention  so  to  bind  it.  But  the  74th  section  was  also 
inserted,  as  it  seems  to  me,  with  reference  to  the  very  preroga- 
tive of  the  King  of  preventing  the  execution  of  the  subject,  and 
so  having  first  execution  himself,  restricted  as  it  was  by  25  E.  III. 
c.  19;  and  in  this  view  it  applies  to  all  proceedings  for  recovery 
of  the  King's  debts,  and  to  executions  against  goods  as  well  as 
lands  ;  and  it  abridges  the  power  of  the  Crown,  as  it  has  been 
considered  to  do  in   Tlte  Attorney-General  v.  Andreics,  Hard.  23, 
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and  in  Cecil's  Case,  7  Co.  Eep.  18,  b.  For  since  the  .3::!  H.  Xlll., 
the  Crown  cannot  interpose  and  prevent  tlie  subject's  execution, 
when  he  has  obtained  judgment  befoie  the  Crown  process  is 
awarded;  but  in  that  case  the  subject  may  sue  out  his  execution, 
and  reap  the  funds  of  it,  if  he  can  sell  before  the  King's  execution 
comes  into  the  sheriff's  hands.  By  obtaining  a  judgment  before 
the  Crown  process  is  awarded,  the  subject  entitles  himself  to 
run  a  race  with  the  Crown,  so  to  speak,  which  he  could  not  do 
before  the  statute  33  Hen.  VIII. ,  nor,  as  I  apprehend,  can  do  even 
now,  where  he  has  not  so  obtained  judgment;  although,  in  all 
cases,  according  to  The  Attorney -General  v.  Fort,  reported  in  a 
note  to  Tlie  King  v.  Giles,  8  Price,  364,  if  the  Crown  suffers  the 
goods  to  be  sold  under  a  fieri  facias,  before  it  interposes,  its 
process  is  too  late,  whether  sued  out  before  or  after  judgment  ob- 
tained by  the  sul)ject.  The  statute  33  H.  YIII.  not  only,  as  I 
humbly  conceive,  enables  the  subject  to  run  a  race  with  the  Crown, 
in  certain  cases,   Init  it  leaves    the   issue  of  that  race  to  depend 

on  the  common-law  maxim,  which  I  stated  long  ago, 
[*  83]   *Quando  jus  domini  Regis,  &c. ,  which  maxim  is  not  denied, 

and  is  established  by  numerous  cases ;  otherwise,  if  the 
words  of  the  74th  section  are  to  be  taken  in  their  literal  sense,  this 
absurd  consequence,  among  others,  would  follow,  that  if  a  subject 
obtained  a  judgment,  but  did  not  take  out  execution  for  six  months, 
another  subject  might  in  the  interim  commence  a  suit,  proceed  to 
judgment,  take  out  ii  fieri  facias,  and  deliver  it  to  the  sheriff,  and 
so  ol)tain  priority,  but  that  the  Crown  could  not,  as  it  is  well  put 
in  the  argument  in  Borlr  v.  I)ai/rell,  4  T.  E.  406  [2  E.  K.  417].     If 

A.  recover  judgment  against  the  King's  debtor  on  1st  January,  but 
do  not  deliver  his  writ  of  execution  till  the  4th,  and  15.  also  recover 
judgment  against  the  same  person  on  the  3rd,  an<l  deliver  his  writ 
on  the  same  day,  and  on  the  2nd  an  extent  issues  at  the  suit  of  the 
Crown,  and  is  delivered  to  the  sheriff";  according  to  the  construc- 
tion contended  for,  this  absurdity  would  follow,  that  the  King 
would  not  l)e  preferred  as  against  A.,  though  he  would  as  against 

B.  And  yot  it  must  be  admitted  that  ]>.  is  entitled  to  a  preference 
against  A.  Tlie  literal  meaning  of  tlie  words  of  tliis  section  can- 
not, therefore,  bo  ado]ited;  nor  am  I  able  to  see  any  construction 
that  can  reasona])ly  be  put  u])on  the  statute  other  than  tliat  which 
I  have  imperfectly  expr(!ssed ;  l)ut  will  be  found  indnitely  better 
stated  in  Mr.  Baron  G]!.\ha.m's  judgment  in  this  very  case  (8  I'rice, 
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o62),  and  iii  Lord  Chief  Baron  Macdoxald's  judgment  in  The 
King  v.  Wells  and  Alinutt,  reported  in  a  note  to  Tlmrston  w  Mills, 
l(j  East,  278(14  E.  E.  347).  Mr.  West  says,  in  his  book  on 
Extents,  p.  108,  that  the  statute  o3  Hen.  VIII.  gave  the  Crown  a 
new  kind  of  execution  for  all  its  debts,  a  s^iecies,  too,  of  execu- 
tion which  before  the  statute  was  the  subject's,  and  the  subject's 
only.  This  he  deduces  from  the  50th  and  5ord  .sections  of  that  Act. 
I  think  that  he  is  wrong  in  that  view  of  the  statute;  and 
that  the  *  proceeding  by  extent  in  tlie  first  instance,  at  the  [*  84] 
suit  of  the  Crown,  existed  long  before  the  statute  33  Hen. 
VIII. ,  and  was  only  modified  and  restricted  by  that  Act :  but 
whether  he  l)e  right  or  wrong  is  not,  in  my  humble  opinion, 
material ;  for  even  if  he  be  right,  I  still  hold  that  the  true  con- 
.struction  is  that  which  I  have  already  expressed.  I  will  now  pro- 
ceed to  consider  some  of  the  cases  in  which  this  question  has 
arisen  or  been  discussed.  And  first,  the  case  of  Uppom  v.  Sum- 
mer, 2  Bl.  1251  &  1294.  The  judgment  was  given  by  Justice 
OoULD,  in  Easter  Term,  9  Geo.  III.,  delivering  the  opinion  of 
Lord  Chief  Justice  de  Grey  himself,  Xakes  and  Bl\ckstone, 
Justices:  he  grounds  his  judgment,  first,  on  the  statute  33  Hen.' 
VIII. ,  as  to  which  I  have  already  spoken;  and  secondly,  on 
authorities  which  I  will  proceed  to  examine.  He  first  distinguishes' 
Stringefellovj' s  Case,  Dyer,  67,  b.  ,as  not  having  arisen  on  a  judg- 
ment but  on  a  statute  staple,  and  therefore  not  being  within  the 
provisions  of  33  Hen.  VIII.  ;  and  then  relies  on  the  case  of  Lech- 
mere  V.  Tliorowgood ,  3  Mod.  236,  and  2'he  Attorney-Geiieral  v. 
Avdreios,  and  on  a  passage  in  the  Digest  by  Lord  Chief  Baron 
CoMYXS,  who,  tit.  Debt  (G.  8),  after  citing  33  Hen.  VIII.,  says, 
"  Therefore  if  execution  be  upon  a  judgment  against  the  King's 
debtor,  and  before  a  venditioni  exponas,  an  extent  comes  at  the 
King's  .suit,  those  goods  cannot  betaken  upon  the  extent,"  and 
cites  for  this  position  the  two  cases  just  above  mentioned;  and 
(lOULD,  J.,  also  mentions  the  case  of  Tlte  King  v.  Dickenson, 
Parker,  262.  That  was  a  question  as  to  administration  of  assets, 
in  which  the  point  decided  was  that  a  judgment  creditor  of  the 
deceased  should  be  preferred  to  a  simple-contract  creditor,  who, 
being  a  debtor  to  the  Crown,  had,  after  the  death  of  the  deceased, 
procured  an  extent  in  aid ;  a  case  wholly  foreign  to  the 
question  in  Uppow  v.  Snuinier.  The  authorities,  *  there-  [*  85] 
fore,  on  which  L'U'd  C'lier  Ijaron  Comyxs  and  CrOULi),  J., 
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rely,  are  reduced  to  the  two  before  mentioned,  Lechmcre  v.  Thorow- 
(joocl,  and  The  Attorney-General\.  Andrcivs.  GoULD,  J.,  says  that 
the  former  of  these  cases  is  obscure,  arising  from  its  being  reported 
piecemeal,  and  in  different  books,  and  recommends  reading  them  in 
order  of  time  as  they  occur,  viz.,  the  pleadings,  2  Jac.  II.  2  Ventr. 
159;  the  first  argument,  4  Jac.  II.  3  Mod.  236;  the  second  argu- 
ment and  judgment,  1  Wm.  &  Mary,  Comb.  123,  1  Show.  12;  and 
a  subsequent  action  between  the  same  parties,  in  effect,  in  the 
Common  Pleas,  in  LcchmercN.  Toplcuhj,  2  Ventr.  169,  1  Show.  146. 
I  have  read  them  all  in  that  order,  and  although  there  are  some 
loose  dicta  and  extra-judicial  matters  stated,  yet  it  is  easy  to  find 
out  what  points  were  really  determined ;  and  they  were  simply 
these :  1st,  that  in  an  action  of  trespass  by  assignees  of  a  bankrupt 
against  a  sheriff,  who  had  seized  goods  under  a  fieri  facias  after  a 
secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  sheriff'  could  not  be  made  a  trespasser 
by  relation ;  this  was  Xc6'A??icrc  v.  llwrotcgood.  And,  2ndly,  that 
in  an  action  of  trover,  for  the  same  seizure,  against  the  execution 
creditor,  the  judgment  for  the  sheriff  in  the  action  of  trespass  was 
a  good  bar  by  way  of  estoppel ;  that  was  Lcchmerc  v.  Toplady.  I 
do  not  mean  to  say  that  I  at  all  agree  to  the  decision  on  the  la.st 
pcjint;  but  it  was  the  point  decided,  and  the  only  point.  With 
respect  to  Lechmcre  v.  Thoronxjood,  the  facts  were  shortly  these  : 
The  sheriff  seized  goods  of  one  Toplady  on  the  29th  of  April, 
under  a^.  fa.,  after  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  committed  on  the 
28th  of  April ;  and  whilst  the  goods  remained  in  his  hands  unsold, 
viz.,  on    the  4th   of  May,    an  extent,  at  the   suit  of  the  Crown 

against  Toplady,  was  delivered  to  hiin.  On  the  5th  of 
[*  86]   May  a  commission  of  l)ankruptcy  issued  *  against  Toplady, 

under  which  the  jdaintifi's  were  a^jpointed  assignees,  and 
smnl  the  sheriff  in  trespass,  a  special  verdict  was  found,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  action  would  not  lie.  Some  of  the  re])orts  say 
tliat  it  was  held  that  the  extent  came  too  late,  but  tliis  jxiiut  could 
not  have  been  determined,  for  tlu!  Crown  was  no  i)arty  to  tlic  suit 
and  was  not  heard  ;  therefore  no  right  of  the  Crown  could  be 
decided  in  it.  Again,  the  Crown  and  the  execution  creditor  were 
on  the  same  side,  the  sheriff  the  defendant  liiiviiig  seized  for 
both;  no  point  tlierefore  as  between  them  could  arise  in  the  case, 
esjiecially  as  the  defendant  succeeded,  because  it  was  lield  that  the 
sheriff  could  not  be  made  a  trespasser  l>y  relation.  All  the  reports 
agree  in  stating  tliat  to  be  tlu;  ])(.iiit  decided,  even  Cond)erbach  so 
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.states,  altliougli  lie  makes  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  say,  "  The 
property  in  goods  is  vested  l)y  the  delivery  of  the  fieri  faciaH,  and 
extent  afterwards  for  the  King  conies  too  late,  and  this  by  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  and  rerjuries.  "  This  must  he  a  mistake;  it  is 
contrary  to  Lord  Holt's  (nvn  position  in  Siaallconih  v.  Cross,  Lord 
IJaym.  252;  it  is  wludly  beside  the  (question  before  him,  and 
makes  him  consider  the  statute  as  ])indiii<j;  on  the  Kin'%  who  is 
not  named  in  it.  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Cooper  v.  Chittij,  1  Burr. 
'MS,  says  that  Lord  Holt  could  never  say  that  the  property  in  tlie 
goods  vested  by  the  delivery  of  i\\Q  fieri  facias,  and  that  the  extent 
for  the  King  afterwards  came  too  late ;  and  adds,  no  inception  of 
an  execution  can  bar  the  Crown;  and  Lord  Ellexbokough  also 
points  out  the  inaccuracy  of  Comberbach  very  forcibly  in  Payne 
v.  Dreioe,  4  East,  539.  With  respect  to  the  case  of  The  Attorney- 
Genercd  v.  Andrevs,  it  is  <[uite  apparent  from  a  perusal  of  that  case 
that  the  execution,  which  was  by  cleyit,  was  perfected  and  com- 
pleted by  delivery  of  the  lands  before  the  King's  wiit 
issued;  and  then,  as  Lord  Chief  Baron  Steel  says,  *  "  the  [*  87] 
subject's  title  is  prior  to  the  King's,  and  is  executed.  " 
The  same  law  and  the  same  consequences  have  since  been  held  to 
attach  in  The  Attorney -General  v.  Fort,  and  in  Sv.yiin  v.  Morland, 
1  Bro.  &  Bing.  .".70  (21  R.  R.  651).  The  two  cases  cited,  there- 
fore, do  not  bear  out  the  position  of  Lord  Chief  Baron  CoMYXS, 
nor  the  decision  in  Vppom  v.  Summer ;  and  that  decision  must  be 
supported,  if  at  all,  on  the  statute  33  Hen.  VIIL ,  on  which  I  have 
already  remarked.  The  next  case  is  Rorhe  v.  Dayrell,  4  T.  B. 
402  (2  B.  B.  417).  That  case  was  decided  principally  on  the 
authority  of  Upporn  v.  Summer  and  the  authorities  there  cited, 
and  if  they  should  he  wrong,  the  decision  in  Eorle  v.  Dayrell  is 
wrong  also.  Lord  Kexyox  ]iuts  the  case  on  the  ground  <if  cliange 
of  property,  for  he  says,  "  that  as  long  as  the  property  of  the  del)tor 
remains  unaltered,  and  an  execution  at  the  suit  of  a  subject  and 
an  extent  at  the  King's  suit  issue  against  the  debtor,  the  title  of 
the  latter  must  prevail,  for  the  point  to  be  considered  in  these 
cases  is  in  whom  is  the  property. "  He  adds,  "  I  have  always 
understood  it  to  be  clear  and  settled  (and  this  question  has  verv 
frequently  occurred  in  the  Exchequer)  that  if  an  extent  at  the 
suit  of  the  Crown  be  issued  prior  to  the  time  when  the  subject's 
execution  is  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  tlie  former  shall  have  the 
preference.  But  as  by  common  lav/,  al;ridged  as  it  is  bv  tlie 
VOL.  xr.  —  36 
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Statute  of  Frauds,  the  property  of  tlie  debtor's  goods  is  bound  1)y 
the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sherilf,  there  then  remains  no 
property  in  the  debtor  on  which  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown  can 
attach."  Now,  with  all  possible  respect  for  everything  which 
fell  from  Lord  Kexyon,  I  humbly  conceive  that  he  has  here  con- 
founded the  binding  the  property  in  goods  and  the  alteration  of' 

the  property,  and  that  he   is   mistaken   in  supposing  that. 
[*  88]   *  the  property  in  goods  is  or  ever  was  at  all  bound  or  altered 

either  by  the  tcde  or  delivery  of  the. writ  as  regards  conflict- 
ing writs,  and  that  the  binding  is  only  as  regards  the  debtor  him- 
self, as  I  have  before  shown ;  and  if  so,  the  very  foundation  of  his 
judgment  fails  :  the  other  Judges  put  the  case  on  the  statute  33 
Hen.  VIII,  These  are  the  only  decisions  in  favour  of  the  subject's 
execution  ;  for  Thurston  v.  Mills,  16  East,  25-4,  went  off  on  another 
point.  Against  them  are  the  uniform  decisions  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  one  of  which  is  reported  at  length,  viz.,  TJic  Kiny  v. 
Wells  and  Allmctt,  in  the  note  to  Thurston  v.  Mills,  16  East,  278 
(14  E.  E.  347) ;  this  is  subsequent  to  both  U-ppom  v.  Summer  and 
Rorhc  V.  Dayrell,  which  are  cited  and  relied  on  in  argument. 
Now,  without  fully  agreeing  to  every  word  said  by  Lord  C.  B. 
MacdoxalI),  in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court  (some  of  whose 
positions,  according  to  the  letter,  I  confess,  appear  to  me  unten- 
able), I,  for  one,  am  perfectly  satisfied  with  the  general  reasons 
given  in  that  judgment.  The  same  point  was  again  discussed  and 
decided  in  The  King  v.  Slower  and  Allen,  6  Price,  114,  which  is 
still  later.  There  are  other  prior  cases  to  which  I  could  briefly 
refer;  and,  first,  Striiigefdlow  \.  Broivnsoj)p)e,  Dyer,  67,  It.,  which 
was  decided  Mich.  T. ,  3  Edw.  VI. ,  seven  or  eight  years  after  the 
33  Hen.  VITI.  In  that  case,  the  sheriff  seized  Brownsoppe's  goods 
under  an  e.Hnidi  far'uis  upon  a  statute  staple,  at  the  suit  of 
Stringefellow,  and  before  any  writ  of  liberate  the  King's  writ  of 
extent  came  into  his  hands;  and  the  Court  lield  that  tlie  King's 
writ  should  be  preferred,  Itecause  the  propeit}'  in  the  goods  was 
not  in  Stringefellow  before  lliey  were  delivei'ed  to  him  by  writ  of 
lihe/rate.  It  is  said  that  this  is  no  authority  to  the  jjresent  [)oint, 
for  that  th(!  e.rleiuli  faei'in  is  in  tlie  nature  of  a  judgment,  and  tlie 

li/iero/e  IS  the  execution  ;  therefore  as  a  judgment  o})erates 
[*  89]   no  change  of  property,  so  *  neither  does   seizure  under  the 

King's  liands  under  an  extendi  facias ;  but  that  as  delivery 
under  a   liherale   operates   a   change   of   juoperl}-,  so   (Uies   seizure 
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under  a  fieri  facias.  Now  I  cannot  understand,  this  rea,souin«,'  at 
all ;  I  can  see  that  the  award  of  an  cdciuU  facias  may  he  and  is 
analogous  to  a  judgment,  Init  how  a  seizure  under  it  can  he  .s(»,  I 
am  at  a  loss  to  comprehend.  Again,  I  can  see  how  delivery  under 
a  liberate  oi  the  specific  goods  to  the  creditor,  as  is  alway.s  done, 
may  he  and  is  analogous  to  sale  under  a.fieri  facias,  which  directs 
the  sheriff  to  make  money  of  the  goods ;  hut  how  the  mere  seizure 
into  tlie  sherift"s  hands  under  a  fie^'i  facias  should  l)e  analogous  to 
a  delivery  over  to  the  creditor  under  a  liberate,  1  am  at  a  loss  to- 
comprehend :  I  apprehend  that  seizure  under  an  e.rtrndl  facias  is 
the  inception  of  the  execution,  and  so  is  seizure  under  a  fieri 
facias;  delivery  under  a  liberate  is  the  completion,  and  so  is  sale 
under  ix  fieri  facias :  the  only  difference  is  that  a  liberate  must 
issue  to  enahle  the  sheriff  to  deliver  in  the  one  case;  whereas,  in 
the  other,  he  ma)'  and  ought  to  sell  without  a  venditioni  c.vponas  ; 
hut  this  difference  cannot  vary  the  effect  of  the  seizure.  The 
principle  cstahlished  in  Stringefellow" s  Case  is,  in  the  words  of 
Lord  Mansfield,  that  no  inception  of  an  execution  can  har  the 
Crown.  Stringefellovys  Case  .was  against  the  opinion  of  some  of 
the  profession  at  the  time,  hut  it  has  heen  recognised  as  good  law 
many  times  since,  and  seems  to  me  to  he  directly  in  point.  Xext 
comes  Citrzon's  Case,  3  Leon.  239,  and  4  Leon.  10,  which  only 
shows  that  after  delivery  under  a  liberate  the  King's  writ  is  too 
late.  In  The  King  v.  Fecl\  Bunh.  8,  it  was  taken  for  granted 
that  if  an  extent  comes  after  seizure  under  a  fieri  facias,  and  hefore 
sale,  it  shall  he  preferred.  In  The  Attorney-General  v.  Capcl, 
2  Show.  480,  the  point  decided  arose  out  of  a  bankruptcy,  the 
Iving's  writ  being  preferred  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
*  and  before  assignment  by  the  commissioners.  It  is  not  in  [*  90] 
point  to  the  present  question,  but  at  the  end  of  the  judg- 
ment are  these  words :  "  Extents  have  been  held  good  that  have 
been  made  upon  goods  actually  levied  by  virtue  of  a  fieri  facias 
and  in  the  .sheriff's  custody,  the  extent  coming  before  a  bill  of  sale 
made,  so  as  the  property  was  not  altered."  Also  in  5  jVIod.  376, 
Smallcomh  v.  Buckingham,  which  is  the  same  case  as  is  elsewhere 
called  Smallcomb  v.  Cross,  there  is  a  dictinn  to  the  same  effect, 
and  many  others  in  other  places,  all  which  dicta  I  merely  notice 
to  put  them  in  opposition  to  other  dicta  as  to  the  vesting  and 
alteration  of  property  by  seizure.  Lastly  comes  the  case  of  The 
Kingw   Co«oh,  Parker,  112    [8  TJ.  C.  181];  that  was  the  ca.se  of 
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goods  seized  under  a  distress  for  rent ;  and  it  was  held  that  they 
were  still  liable  to  be  taken  under  an  extent  at  the  suit  of  the 
King,  though  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  therefore  privileged 
from  being  taken  in  execution  by  a  subject.  It  is  said  that  this, 
case  is  not  in  point,  because  no  property  at  all  in  the  goods  is 
gained  by  the  distrainor,  who  can  neither  maintain  trespass  nor 
trover  for  them,  and  that  such  is  the  ground  of  the  decision,  inas- 
much as  it  lay  on  the  claimant  in  the  Exchequer  to  prove  property 
in  himself  against  the  Crown.  Now  on  looking  at  the  whole  of 
the  elaborate  judgment  of  Lord  C.  B.  Parker  in  that  case,  I  do 
not  find  that  he  puts  the  case  on  the  form  of  the  pleadings,  but  on 
the  general  principle  that  the  property  is  not  altered,  and  there- 
fore the  King  has  preference,  and  throughout  his  judgment  he 
cites  cases  as  to  tlie  effect  of  seizure  under  a  fieri  facias.  Pro- 
ceeding upon  that  principle,  I  consider,  therefore,  that  this  case 
is  a  strong  authority  upon  principle,  unless  it  can  be  shown  that 
seizure  by  the  sheriff  alters  the  property,  and  I  submit  that  the 
contrary  has  been  shown.  It  is  true  that  neither  Stinngc- 
[*  91]  fellow's  Case  nor  The  King  *  v.  Cotton  are  direct  author- 
ities with  regard  to  the  stat.  33  Hen.  VIII.,  because  in 
neither  of  them  had  the  subject  obtained  judgment. 

Upon  the  whole,  then,  whether  with  reference  to  the  statute  ?>?> 
Hen.  VIII.,  or  independent  of  it,  the  main  points  appear  to  me  to 
be,  was  the  property  changed  by  the  seizuie,  and  were  the  King's 
writ  and  the  subject's  concurring?  I  say  tliat  the  property  was- 
not  changed,  and  that  the  writs  were  concurring.  ]\Iy  answer, 
therefore,  to  tlie  first  of  your  Lordships  is,  that  in  my  opinion  the 
writ  of  extent  shall  be  executed  by  the  sheriff  by  extending  the 
same  goods,  seizing  them  into  the  King's  liands,  and  selling  theui 
to  satisfy  the  Crown's  debts,  without  regard  to  the  writ  of  fieri 
facias  under  which  he  had  first  seized  them.  With  regard  to  the 
second  question,  I  find  it  uniformly  considered  that  (when  once  it 
has  issued)  an  extent  in  aid  lias  all  tlie  force  and  all  the  inci- 
dents of  an  extent  in  chief,  and  therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that 
all  things  remaining  the  same,  it  does  not  make  any  difference 
wlietlier  the  writ  of  extent  was  in  chief  or  in  aid. 

Ml'.  Justice  Alderson.  My  Lords,  the  first  (piestion  proposed 
l»v  your  Lordships  for  our  consideration  is  in  sul)stance  this: 
"Whether  when  goods  seized  by  a  slierifl'  under  a  writ  oi  fieri  f(( via x 
remain   in  his   liands   unsold,  a  writ   of    iiiime(liate   extent  tested 
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after  such  seizure,  does  upon  its  delivery  to  such  sheriff  entitle 
the  Crown  to  a  priority  of  execution;  and  after  fully  considering 
tliat  question,  I  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  tliat  it  must  be 
tinswered  in  the  attirniative. 

This  subject  has  been  for  a  long  period  ve.'X'ta  qua:dio  in  our 
Courts.  And  in  order  the  more  clearly  to  explain  the  grounds  on 
which  my  opinion  is  founded,  it  will  be  useful  to  advert  in 
the  outset  to  the  extent  *  of  the  prerogative  (if  the  Crown  as  [*  92] 
to  its  debts,  and  the  principles  on  which  that  prerogative 
depends,  and  then  to  proceed  to  examine  the  authorities  and  the 
reasons  assigned  for  those  determinations,  which  are  to  be  found 
in  our  books  on  this  point. 

The  prerogative  of  the  Crown  as  to  its  debts  is  laid  down  in 
A'arious  books,  and  cannot,  I  apprehend,  be  doubted.  Lord  Coke 
in  HarberCs  Case,  ?>  Co.  Eep.  11,  states  "  that  at  the  common  law 
the  body,  land  and  the  goods  of  the  accountant  or  tlu'  King's 
debtor,  were  liable  to  the  King's  execution;"  and  he  adds,  that 
there  were  "  iiiHnite  precedents  in  the  Exchequer  "  to  prove  this, 
antecedent  to  the  ."):'>  Hen.  VII L  c.  o9.  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert 
also,  in  his  "History  of  the  Exchequer,"  lays  it  dnwn  that  the 
second  summons  of  the  pipe  is  "  in  the  nature  of  a  lecari  facian 
against  the  bodv,  lands  and  goods  of  the  del)tor. "  And  in  Lord 
Hobart's  Ileports,  Fuster  v.  Jackson,  Hoi).  (')0,  tlie  law  is  very 
clearly  laid  down  thus:  "  It  is  a  prerogative  ttj  the  King  to  have 
execution  of  body,  lands  and  goods;  not  coniniunicat;id  to  the  sul)- 
ject  but  in  case  of  statute  merchant  and  statute  stajde,  and  recog- 
nisance of  that  nature ;  which  is  by  the  statute  law  ;  and  therefore 
the  case  put  in  Bluomfichr s  Case,  that  where  the  party  was  taken 
in  execution  upon  a  statute  and  died,  and  yet  execution  was  had 
against  goods  and  lands  after,  is  nothing  in  this  case,  for  thev 
were  all  due  at  the  first,  and  therefore  may  l)e  taken  at  once  or 
severally. " 

And  in  Madox's  "History  of  tlie  Exchequer,"  vol.  ii.  p.  18^, 
and  subsequent  pages,  a  great  variety  of  instances  contirmatoiy  of 
this  passage  of  Lord  Hobart,  in  all  its  parts,  will  be  found.  I 
have  cited  this  passage  from  Lord  Hobart  at  full  length,  because 
I  shall  have  occasion  again  to  refer  to  it  in  considering  the 
*  true  construction  which  ought  to  be  put  on  the  statute  '^'Z  [*  03] 
Hen.  VIIL,  and  because  T  think  it  will  be  found  to  afford  a 
sufficient  clue  to  enaljle  us  to  discover  what  was  tlie  real  change 
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in  the  law  produced  hj  that  statute  as   to  the   prerogative  of  the 
Crown. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  cite  other  authorities  on  this  suhject.  The 
result  of  them  all  being,  as  I  conceive,  that  the  King  at  common 
law  hy  his  prerogative  could  either  by  one  writ  or  by  successive 
writs,  as  he  might  find  it  convenient,  seize  the  body,  lands,  and 
goods  of  his  debtor.  And  further,  that  this  was  originally  a 
prerogative  peculiar  to  the  Crown,  but  afterwards  extended  to  the 
subject,  viz.,  as  to  the  body  of  the  debtor  by  the  Statute  of  Marie- 
bridge,  c.  23,  the  Statute  Westminster  2,  c.  11,  and  the  Statute 
25  Ed.  III.,  and  to  the  lands  by  the  Statute  Westminster  2,  c. 
18,  and  in  the  cases  of  statute  merchant  and  statute  staple,  and 
recognisance  in  nature  of  statute  staple  l)y  13  Ed.  I.,  27  Ed.  III., 
and  23  Hen.  VIII.,  c.  6,  to  the  body,  lands,  and  goods. 

The  next  prerogative  of  the  Crown,  about  which  I  apprehend 
there  is  no  dispute,  is,  that  where  the  right  of  the  Crown  and  the 
subject  concur,  that  of  the  Crown  is  to  be  preferred,  9  Co.  Rep. 
129,  b.  A  prerogative  depending,  first,  (Ui  the  principle  that  no 
laches  is  to  l)e  imputed  to  the  King,  who  is  supi)osed  by  our  law 
to  be  so  engrossed  l)y  puldic  business  as  not  to  be  able  to  take  care 
of  every  private  affair  relating  to  his  revenue,  (Jill).  Hist.  Exch. 
110;  and,  secondl}',  on  the  ground  that  by  the  King  is  in  reality 
to  be  understood  the  nation  at  large,  to  whose  interest  that  of  any 
private  individual  ought  to  give  way.  In  the  (piaint  language  of 
Lord  Coke,  "  Thesaurus  Eegis  est  firmanientum  pacis  :  et  funda- 
mentum  belli. " 

And,    until    restrained    by    various    enactments    of    the 

[*  04]    *  statute  law,  this  prerogative  extended  to  prevent  the  other 

creditors  of   the  King's   debtcn-  from   suing  him,   and   the 

.King's  debtor  fioiu  making  any  will  of  his  personal  effects,  witli- 

out  s})e('ial  leave  first  ()l)tained  from  the  (,'i'own. 

But  without  further  adverting  to  this  ancient  state  of  the  pre- 
rogative, it  is  clear  that  at  tfiis  da\-  tlic  rule  is,  that  if  the  twcK 
rights  come  in  conflict,  that  of  the  Crown  is  to  be  preferred. 

If,  however,  the  right  of  the  sul»ject  ho.  coiuplete  and  jierfect 
before  that  of  the  King  coinniences,  it  is  luanifest,  tliat  the  rule 
does  not  a]i])ly,  fnr  tlicre  is  no  ]i(iiiil,  of  time  :it  wliich  the  two 
rights  ar(!  in  conflict;  nor  c;ui  Ihcic  lie  a  (|U('sti(in  which  of  the 
two  ouglit  to  prevail  in  a  case  wlicre  one,  that  of  llu'  suliject,  lias 
})revailed  alr(tady.      J  Jut  if  ^\■hil^■t  the  light  of  the  subject  is  still 
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in  progress  towards  completion,  the  right  of  the  Crown  arises,  ifc 
seems  to  me  that  the  two  rights  do  ccnne  into  conflict  together  at 
one  and  the  same  time,  and  that  the  conse([iience  in  that  case  is, 
that  the  right  of  tlie  Crown  ought  to  pievaiL  Lord  ]\Iansfield 
expresses  this  jiroposition  in  shorter  hmguage  when  he  says,  "  no 
inception  of  Jin  execution  can  bar  the  Crown.  "  Cooper  v.  Chitt/j, 
1  Burr.  36. 

Now  if  we  proceed  to  apply  these  principles  to  the  determina- 
tion of  the  present  case,  it  will  appear  tliat  the  material  facts  are 
these :  I.  S.  has  obtained  judgment  against  a  Crown  debtor,  has 
issued  a  fieri  facia  s  i\])on  that  judgment,  and  has  delivered  the  writ 
to  the  sherifi",  and  the  sheriff',  in  execution  thereof,  has  seized  the 
goods  of  the  Crown  debtor.  The  question,  then,  is  this:  Is  the 
right  of  the  subject  perfect  at  the  time  when  the  goods  are  seized 
by  the  sheriff",  or  is  there  any  further  act  to  be  done  in  order  to 
make  that  right  consummate  ?  The  most  simple  criterion 
of  this  *  seems  to  T)e,  whether  without  anything  further  [*  95] 
being  done,  the  execution  creditor  is  entitled  to  call  upon 
the  sheriff  for  the  possession  t)f  the  goods,  or  to  pay  him  the  del)ts. 
Xow,  I  do  not  1)elieve  that  it  was  ever  contended  that  the  execu- 
tion creditor  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  goods  themselves, 
imless  under  some  contract  made  between  the  sheriff  and  him, 
which  would  be  equivalent  to  a  sale  under  the  writ.  Xor  can  lie 
call  upon  the  sheriff,  even  after  a  return  of  goods  seized  ad  valen- 
tia 711,  to  pay  him  the  debt  for  which  the  levy  is  made.  If  he 
could,  it  would  be  utterly  useless  to  empower  him  to  require  the 
.sheriff'  afterwards  to  proceed  to  a  sale  by  the  writ  of  venditioni 
c.rpoiias.  In  fact,  it  is  clear  that  all  he  can  do,  even  after  such 
return,  is  to  compel  the  sheriff  to  proceed  to  sale  by  ulterior 
process  from  the  Courts.  There  are  many  authorities  founded  on 
this  principle,  which  show  that  a  seizure  of  goods  ad  calentiatu, 
is  only  a  temporary  ])ar  to  the  execution  creditor,  so  long  as  the 
snoods  remain  unsold  in  the  sheriff's  hands.  Atjain,  if  tlie  goods-, 
after  seizure,  are  destroyed  by  unavoidable  accident,  the  loss  falls 
upon  the  debtor.  The  principle  is,  that  the  sheriff  is  excused, 
where  the  execution  fails  altogether  without  his  fault.  And  in 
that  case,  according  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Foster  v.  Jackson, 
Hob.  60,  by  Lord  Hobart,  the  creditor  may  have  a  fresh  writ  of 
fi.  fa. ,  and  the  loss  falls  on  the  debtor.  There  is  a  third  criterion, 
which  is  this,  that  the  debtor  on  tenderino;  the  amount  for  wliich 
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the  levy  is  made,  and  the  sheriff's  charges  thereon,  is  entitled  to 
have  a  return  of  the  goods  seized  by  the  sheriff.  From  these 
premises,  two  propositions  seem  to  me  to  follow  :  1st,  that  at  no 
period   of   time   does   the   execution  creditor   obtain  any  property 

whatever  in  the  goods   themselves;    and,    2ndly,   that   the 
[*  96]    general  property  in  the  goods  *  seized  remains,  until  the  sale, 

in  the  debtor,  and  is  not  changed  l)y  the  seizure.  Milton  v. 
Eldrington,  Dyer,  98,  b.  After  sale  the  case  is  very  different,  for 
by  the  sale  the  property  is  wholly  changed  from  the  debtor  to  the 
vendee  of  the  sheriff,  and  the  money,  the  produce  of  the  goods, 
then  becomes  the  property  of  the  creditor,  for  which  he  may  main- 
tain an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  and  for  which  the 
sheriff  is  responsible  to  him,  the  original  debtor  being  then  wholly 
and  finally  discharged.  Parhinson  v.  Guilford,  Cro.  Car.  539.  The 
rule  is  thus  expressly  laid  down  by  Mr.  Baron  Gakkow,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  Court,  after  full  consideration  t)f  the 
case  of  Higgiiis  v.  AV Adam,  3  Younge  &  -fervis,  1.  "  The  rule  is 
that  when  execution  is  executed,  the  property  is  changed,  and 
execution  is  said  to  be  executed  when  a  sale  has  taken  place. "  It 
is  not,  therefore,  till  after  the  sale  tliat  the  riglit  of  the  execution 
creditor  becomes  consummate,  and  it  would  foHow  from  thence, 
that  it  is  not  till  after  the  sale  that  the  right  of  the  creditor  ceases 
to  concur  with  the  right  of  the  Crown.  If,  therefore,  the  right  of 
the  Crown  arises  at  any  period  prior  to  the  sale,  it  seems  to  me 
that  on  the  principles  above  laid  down,  it  ought  to  have  the  prefer- 
ence. A  preference  depending  on  similar  grounds,  and  terminat- 
ing at  the  same  period,  seems  to  me  to  be  fully  recognised  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  Hatcliinson  v.  Joltnston,  1  T.  R.  7'29 
(1  B.  B.  380).  That  was  the  case  of  two  conflicting  executions. 
The  sheriff'  had  seized  under  the  writ  last  delivered  to  him,  but 
before  sale,  having  disco\'ered  that  another  writ,  which  was 
entitled  to  priority,  had  been  Hist  deli\'er(^d  to  him,  lie  made  the 
>;ale  under  it,  and  paid  tlie  surjdus  only,  to  the  creditor  under  tlie 
second  writ,  under  wliich  he  had  originally  seized  the  goods. 
And  th(!  CVnut  expressly  decided,  that  until  sale  he  had  a 
[*  97]  *  right  so  to  do  ;  but  after  sale,  not ;  Jl//hnf  v.  /'ic/./i/rm ,  r\tu{\ 
in  tlie  note,  1  East,  731  (1  B.  B.  382.  //.),  being  an  express 
anlhoiity  to  that  effect.  And  it  is  observable  that  many  of  the 
authorities  which  are  relied  on  in  the  present  case  were  then  cited, 
in  ]iarticular  the  case  of  Clerl'  v.   irHJicrs,  Salk.  322;  and  the  very 
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I)roposition  now  before  your  L()rJ.slii[)S  for  decision,  it  is  to  be 
observed,  was  urged  as  clear  law  by  the  very  eminent  persons 
who  argued  that  case,  namely,  that  till  sale  the  extent  prevails 
over  the  prior  execution ;  and  1  a[>prehend  that  priur  to  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  if  a  subject's  writ  of  execution  liad  come  to  the  sheriff 
after  seizure  Imt  b;^fore  sale,  under  a  writ  of  a  subsequent  teste, 
the  sheriff  would  have  been  in  like  manner  justitied  in  executing 
it  before  the  other  writ  under  which  he  had  seized,  and  would 
have  been  liable  to  an  action  on  the  case  if  he  had  omitted  to  do 
so.  These  authorities  seem  to  me  to  show  clearly,  lirst,  that  no 
property  passes  l)y  the  seizure  from  the  original  debtor  to  the 
creditor;  and  secondly,  that  even  in  the  case  of  conflicting  rights, 
as  between  subject  and  subject,  the  point  of  time  to  which  the 
Courts  uniformly  look  as  the  period  when  the  execution  is  con- 
summate, is  not  the  seizure,  but  the  sale  under  the  writ.  There 
is  one  case,  however,  which  requires  some  observation,  as  it  would 
seem  to  trench  upon  this  proposition  :  I  allude  to  the  construction 
put  by  the  Courts  upon  the  9th  section  of  the  21  Jac.  I.  c.  19. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Courts  have  held  that  the  seizure  under 
a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  was  sufiicient  to  satisfy  the  words  "  execution  or 
extent  served  and  executed, "  contained  in  this  statute,  and  that, 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  execution  creditor  from  the  effect 
of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  But  tliis  was  a  decision  upon  the 
construction  of  a  particular  statute,  and  must  have  refer- 
ence, reasonably  considered,  to  the  *  peculiar  objects  of  the  [*  98] 
Legislature.  It  is  to  be  observed,  first,  that  it  was  prior  to 
the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  the  law,  therefore,  then  was,  that  writs  of 
fi.  fa.  bound  the  debtor's  property,  as  to  all  persons  claiming 
under  him,  from  the  teste  of  the  writ,  and  not  from  its  delivery 
to  the  sheriff;  so  that  it  was  then  possible  for  a  party  to  sue  out 
his  writ  of  fi.  fa.,  and  to  omit  to  execute  it,  and  so  give  to  the 
bankrupt  the  same  species  of  delusive  credit  as  was  provided  against 
by  the  11th  section,  in  cases  where  the  liankrupt  was  the  reputed 
owner  of  another's  goods.  It  was  probably,  therefore,  with  that 
view  that  this  clause  was  introduced,  providing  that  such  writs 
should  not  l)ind,  as  against  those  who  claimed  under  the  bankrupt, 
from  their  teste,  but  only  from  the  date  of  the  public  act  done  by 
the  sheriff,  in  seizing  the  goods  under  the  writ.  For  this  pur- 
pose, that  of  giving  notice  to  the  other  creditors,  tlie  seizure,  and 
not  the  sale,  was  the  important  period.      The  present  case,  liow- 
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ever,  depends  on  the  question  whether  the  property  is  changed, 
and,  until  sale,  this  is  not  the  case ;  the  execution  is  not  complete, 
so  as  to  transfer  the  property,  until  that  period.  But  it  is  urged, 
and  a  great  portion  of  the  argument  at  the  bar  turned  upon  it,  that 
although  it  may  be  that  the  execution  creditor  has  no  consummate 
right  till  after  sale,  and  although  the  general  pioperty  in  tlie  goodrf 
remains  until  the  sale  with  the  debtor,  yet  that  the  sheriff  has  a 
special  property  in  him  from  the  time  of  the  seizure,  and  that  the 
Crown,  in  the  event  of  the  teste  of  the  extent  being  subsequent  to 
the  seizuie,  must  take  the  goods  subject  to  that  sjjecial  property. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  a  variety  of  authorities  may  be  cited,  estab- 
lishing as  clear  law  that  the  Crown  must  take  subject  to  a  special 
property  created  by  the  act  of  the  party.      Tn  the  case  of  the  factor. 

Rex  V.  Lee,  6  Price,  369,  it  was  held,  that  goods  in  his 
[*  99J   *  hands,  on  which  he  had  a  lien  for  his  advance  made  before 

the  teste  of  the  extent,  could  only  be  taken  by  the  Crown 
subject  to  that  lien.  So,  again,  in  the  case  of  goods  pawned  or 
pledged  before  the  teste  of  the  extent,  Bex  v.  Cotton,  Parker,  112 
[8  E.  C.  181];  and  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Humphreii,  M'Clel.  (Sc 
Y.  173,  the  same  law  prevails.  In  Casperd  v.  Attoinci/-Genenil, 
6  Price,  411  (20  P.  R.  671),  an  equitable  mortgage  created  before 
the  party  creating  it  ])ecame  a  del)tor  to  the  Crown  on  record,  was 
in  like  manner  held  to  be  valid  against  a  subsequent  extent.  But 
I  can  find  no  instance  whatever,  nor  do  I  believe  that  any  such 
exists,  where  a  special  property,  not  created  by  contract  between 
the  Crown  debtor  and  the  person  setting  it  up,  or  l)et\veen  the 
(.'rown  debtor  and  some  one  under  whom  such  person  claims,  has 
been  ever  allowed  to  prevail ;  and  I  tliink  good  reasons  may  be 
assigned  for  the  difference.  In  the  case  of  land,  if  the  subject  sell 
it  before  he  becomes  a  Crown  debtor,  it  is  clear  that  the  sale  is 
good.  Now,  on  principle,  he  who  can  make  a  valid  sale  (Uight  to 
be  allowed  to  make  any  contract  short  of  that,  which  shall  also  be 
valid;  lie  may,  therefore,  make  a  vnlid  pledge.  The  right  of  the 
other  party  is.  consummate  by  the  act  of  pledging  or  of  sale;  but 
the  cases  (jf  a  distress  for  ren.t  before  sale,  a  seizure  b}-  the  mes- 
senger under  a  commission  of  bankru])t,  and  the  case  now  in  judg- 
ment, arc  very  different.  Tlieiv  the  goods  arv  all  taken  by  an 
adverse  proceeding  from  the  Crown  debtor,  and  aie  all  under  the 
custody  of  the  law  at  the  time  tlu;  extent  is  put  in  ;  the  creditor's 
ji.uht   is   but    in   progress,   and   the   sheriff,    the   commissioners   of 
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liankrupt,  and  the  distrainor  are  real  ofticer.s  of  the  law,  holding 
tlie  property,  and  liaving  rights  given  to  them  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  them  in  their  possession,  not  ft»r  their  own  benefit, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  it  for  the  benefit  of 
*  those  who  may  ultimately  be  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  [*  100] 
that  property.  The  true  description  of  the  state  of  such 
property  i.s,  that  it  is  in  the  custody  of  the  law;  whcr^ns,  in  tlie 
case  of  the  factor,  wharfinger,  pawnee,  or  e(|uitable  mortgagee,  it 
is  in  the  custody  of  the  party  himself  having  a  beneficial  interest 
under  a  valid  contract.  Lord  C.  B.  Gilbert,  speaking  of  lands 
(and  the  principle  is  the  same  as  applied  to  goods,  althougli  the 
charge  takes  effect  at  a  different  period),  says,  tliat  nothing  can 
hinder  the  King's  charge  but  what  amounts  to  a  precedent  aliena- 
tion; and  a  liberate  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  judgment  amounts 
to  an  alienation  of  the  land ;  and  yet  before  the  liberate  there  is  a 
seizure  of  the  laud  by  a  public  otiicer,  for  the  purpose  of  its  being 
by  the  liberate  alienated  to  the  creditor.  By  the  seizure  the  land 
is  taken  into  the  custody  of  the  law,  by  the  liberate  it  is  alienated 
to  the  creditor,  and  from  the  date  of  the  latter  the  right  of  the 
Crown  is  ousted.  1  am  aware  of  tlie  various  cases  and  authorities 
that  exist  in  which  it  has  been  determined  that  trover  will  lie  by 
a  sheriff*  after  seizure  of  goods  under  aji.  fa.,  and  I  do  not  dispute 
the  proposition  that  this  shows  that  the  sheriff  has  for  some  pur- 
poses a  special  property  in  the  goods  so  seized.  But  it  seems  to 
me  that  this  point  is  not  really  material.  The  special  property 
which  the  sheriff  or  any  other  puldic  officer  has,  is  not  a  property 
beneficial  to  himself;  it  is  a  property  conferred  on  him  to  enable 
him  to  discharge  his  public  duty.  The  goods  are  i/t.  eustoclia  legU, 
and  the  special  property  of  the  sheriff  is  given  to  him  that  this 
custodia  legis  may  be  rendered  safe.  If,  then,  it  be  true,  as  many 
cases  have  determined,  and  in  particular  the  Kinrj  v.  Cotton, 
Parker,  112,  that  goods  in  cnstoclia  legis  ar(>  in  a  situation  in 
which  the  Crown's  right  and  that  of  the  subject  nuiy  come 
in  conflict,  I  do  *  not  think  that  it  really  makes  any  differ-  [*  101] 
ence  whether  the  officer  having  the  custody  has  greater  or 
less  powers  to  defend  it  conferred  on  him  by  the  law.  The  real 
question  seems  to  me  to  be,  whether  the  pro])erty  has  wholly  or 
in  part  gone  from  the  debtor  to  some  person  claiming  adversely  to 
the  Crown,  or  whether  it  is  only  in  progress  to  that  result.  The 
sheriff  or  other  public  officer  holds  it  with  more  or  less  of  powers 
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given  for  its  protection,  but  really  for  the  person  ultimately 
entitled  to  receive  the  proceeds.  If  that  person  be  a  subject,  hav- 
ing a  prior  writ  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  the  sheriff'  holds  for  hint 
the  proceeds  of  the  goods  seized  under  a  subsequent  writ,  as  in 
Hutchinson  v.  Johnston,  1  T.  R.  729  (1  R  E.  380);  or  if,  as  in 
the  present  case,  the  Crown's  extent  conies  in  before  sale,  he  holds 
for  the  Crown.  I  have  hitherto  considered  this  as  if  it  were  res 
Integra  ;  but  I  shall  now  proceed  to  consider  it  upon  authority 
merely.  The  leading  case  upon  this  subject  is  Strin/je/elloiv's 
Case,  Dyer,  67  h.  ;  and  the  authority  of  that  case,  though  doubted 
for  a  time,  cannot  now,  I  think,  be  disputed.  It  was  recognised 
as  good  law  by  Lord  Hobaet,  in  Shejfield  v.  Batclijfe,  Hob.  339  : 
by  Lord  Eolle,  in  his  Abridgment;  by  Lord  Hardwicke  and  the 
two  Chief  Justices,  Eydek  and  Willes,  in  Hex  v.  Cotton ;  and  by 
the  Courts  of  Common  Pleas  and  King's  Bench,  in  JJpidom  v. 
Summer,  and  Rorke  v.  BaijreU.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
add  the  various  cases  in  the  Exchequer  on  this  ])oint.  It  is,  how- 
ever, contended  that  Striiujrfelloiv's  Case  is  distinguishable,  and 
undoubtedly  it  is  so,  in  its  facts,  from  the  present.  The  main 
ground  of  distinction  is,  that  there  remained  in  that  case  a  further 
act  to  be  done  l)y  the  Court,  namely,  the  award  of  the  liberate. 
And  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Baron  Wood  (S  Price,  3LS)  that  the  liberate 

and  the  ^fi.  fa.  are  equivalent  to  each  other;  but  I  think 
[*  102]   that  proceeds  on  a  mis-statement  *  of  the  true  point  in  the 

case.  The  right  vested  by  the  liberate  in  the  creditor  is 
to  have  the  identical  lands  and  the  identical  goods  delivered  to 
liini;  the  creditor's  right  is  thei'efore  consummate  liy  the  liberate. 
But  i\\e  fi.  fa.  does  not  command  tlie  sheriif  to  seize  and  deliver 
the  goods  to  the  creditor  (in  which  case  the  ,//.  J'a.  and  seizure 
would  l)e  e(iuivalont  to  the  liberate  after  the  i)revious  seizure),  l)ut 
in  substance  it  commands  liim  to  seize  and  sell,  and  to  ])ay  tlie 
money  produced  by  the  sale  to  the  creditor.  Th(;  act  oi.  s;de, 
therefore,  and  not  tlie  act  of  seizure,  ])uts  the  sheriff  in  the  same- 
situation,  witli  respect  to  tlie  creditor,  as  the  lilieratr  under  an 
extent;  for  by  the  act  t)f  sale  the  creditor  lias  vested  in  him  a  con- 
s\immate  right  to  the  ]»rodiu'0  of  the  sale.  Now  Sfriji.r/efellow's 
Case  clearly  decides  that  until  the  librra/i .  the  lauds  and  goods 
seized,  and  in  the  hands  of  the  shciiri',  icniaiii  liable  to  the  Crown 
yirocess  :  that  case,  therefore,  aitjiears  to  me  in  ]iiinciple  to  have 
decided   that    until    the   ci"dit(ii'  nlit;iins   ;i   coiisunimali;   right,    the 
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Crown's  rights  are  not  ousted,  and  so  to  govern  the  pre.sent  ca.se. 
The  case  of  liC,':  v.  Coitoii  is  a  nnich  stronger  authority ;  it  seems 
to  me  to  be  decisive  of  tliis  question.  Its  autiiority,  looking  at 
the  persons  by  whom  it  was  decided,  and  those  by  wlioni  that 
<lecision  was  affirmed,  must  be  admitted  to  be  of  great  weight.  It 
is  not  a  little  singular  to  find,  that  although  the  point  now  before 
your  Lordships  was  there  treated  as  the  proposition,  and  that  case 
as  the  corollary,  it  should  now  be  contended,  that  altliough  Ilex 
V.  Cotton  is  good  law,  still  the  pri)})osition  fr(tni  which  that  case 
was  in  truth  only  a  corollary,  cannot  be  supported.  The  princijile 
there  laid  down  clearly  was,  that  goods  in  rustodia  Injis  continued 
liable  to  an  extent  until  the  period  arrived  at  which  some 
person  other  than  the  *  original  debtor  had  acquired  a  con-  [*  10.3] 
summate  right  in  them ;  and  the  Court  clearly  held  that 
goods  seized  by  a  sheriff,  but  before  sale,  were  so  liable.  The 
fanciful  doctrine  of  a  special  property  in  an  acknowledged  public 
officer  being  at  all  material,  seems  never  to  have  occurred  to  those 
great  men  who  decided  that  case.  The  reason  why  the  expres- 
sions as  to  special  property  are  there  introduced,  seems  to  me 
obvious  enough  :  the  distress  is  in  the  custody  of  the  creditor  him- 
self, and  therefore  it  might  have  been  plausibly  enough  contended, 
that  he  having  the  possession,  his  special  property  (if  he  had  any) 
was  to  be  protected  for  his  own  benefit.  But  the  Court,  looking 
to  the  substance  and  not  to  the  form,  decide  that  in  seizing  he 
acted  as  an  officer  of  the  law;  that  he  held  as  such,  'and  that  the 
goods  were  not  really  in  his  possession,  but  in  the  custody  of  the 
law,  they  having  come  to  him  by  a  special  authority  given  by 
the  law,  and  not  by  the  act  of  the  party,  as  in  the  case  of  a  pledge 
or  the  like,  and  the  consequence  being  that  no  property,  nor  even 
any  possession  in  jure,  passed  to  him.  This  case  seems  to  me  to 
be  a  fortiori  to  the  present  case.  I  proceed  to  enumerate  shortly 
the  other  cases,  in  which  the  law  has  been  laid  down  in  the  same 
way.  In  Rex  v.  Peck,  Bunb.  8,  the  reporter  says  it  was  taken  for 
■granted  that  the  law  was  so.  In  the  Aftoniei/-GcneraI  v.  Andrews, 
Hard.  23,  it  is  not  indeed  distinctly  stated  whether  the  party  liad 
obtained  possession  under  the  sul)iect's  prior  extent  before  the 
right  of  the  Crown  commenced,  but  I  think  it  can  hardly  be 
doubted  that  he  had;  for  there  Lord  C.  B.  Steel  observes,  that 
the  subject's  title  is  "  prior  to  the  Crown's,  and  is  executed." 
Now  it  appears  from  Emjison  v.  Bathurst,  Huttou,  ."2,  that  until 
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the  liberate  no  fee  is  due  to  tlie  sheriff,  because  the  exeeu- 
[*  104]    tion  is  not  executed.      I  think  this  expLains  tlie  *  language 

of  Lord  C.  B.  Steel,  and  makes  it  consistent  Mith  what 
he  adds,  that  "  Stringcfelloiv' s  Case  is  unanswerable. "  In  the  case 
of  the  Attorney-General  v.  Ca'pel,  2  Shower,  482,  it  is  stated  that 
"  although  the  goods  were  actually  in  custodia  legis,  yet  because 
the  extent  came  before  the  property  was  vested  by  an  assignment, 
it  was  held  a  good  extent.  Extents  have  been  held  good  that 
have  been  made  of  goods  actually  levied  by  virtue  of  ^fi.  fa.  and 
in  the  sheriff's  custody,  the  extent  coming  before  a  bill  of  sale 
made,  so  as  the  property  was  not  altered. "  This  latter  passage 
Mr.  Baron  Wood  (who  omits  the  former  part  of  the  Report)  calls 
"  a  note  of  the  reporter,  unwarranted  Ijy  the  case.  "  To  me  it 
appears  as  a  reason  assigned  by  the  Court  for  their  previous  judg- 
ment. The  case  of  Lcclimerc  v.  Thorowgood  has  been  much  relied 
on  by  the  other  side ;  but  I  cannot  think  it  to  ])e  an  authority  of 
any  weight.  It  is  observable  that  the  decision  in  that  case  is 
clearly  right,  and  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  how  this  point  could 
ever  have  arisen.  There  the  extent  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown  was 
executed  before  any  assignment  imder  the  bankruptcy  had  been 
made ;  so  that,  according  to  all  the  authorities,  the  plaintiffs  had 
no  ground  of  action ;  and  the  execution  and  the  extent  being  set 
up  by  the  same  parties,  no  question  of  priority  inter  sc  could  well 
have  arisen.  Again,  the  writ  of  f.  fa.  was  issued  before  the 
sheriff  had  notice  of  the  bankruptcy ;  and  as  the  action  was  tres- 
pass, the  Court,  on  that  ground,  might  well  decide  in  his  favour. 
The  dieium  attributed  to  Lord  Holt,  that  "  the  King's  prerogative 
had  been  taken  away  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,"  cannot  be  sup- 
posed to  have  really  fallen  from  that  learned  Judge :  and  yet  this 

case,  altliough  thus  questionable  in  its  application  to  the 
[*]05]   present  subject,  has  been  one  of  the  main  grounds  *  on 

which  the  two  principal  authorities  on  the  other  side, 
Uppom  V.  Summer,  and  Rorke  v.  Bayrell,  have  been  decided.  The 
case  of  Clerk  v.  WitlierH  seems  also  to  me  to  be  wholly  inai)pli- 
caljle  to  the  present  question  ;  indeed,  like  Leehmerc  v.  Thoroirgood , 
it  is  only  to  be  cited  for  certain  dicta  of  the  Court  as  to  the  exe- 
cution l)eing  complete  by  the  seizure,  for  the  decision  itself  is 
clear  enough.  It  was  there  argued,  that  the  death  of  the  creditor, 
aft(!r  seizure  under  the  ferl  facias,  did  not  give  to  the  debtor  the 
ri'dit  of  recovering   back   his   "oods   from   the   sheriff      And   the 
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Court  held  that  it  did  not;  for  on  the  one  hand  there  wa.s  no  act 
t<j  be  done  in  Court  necessary  to  give  the  sheriff  authority  to  act, 
his  authority  heing  complete  by  the  //.  fa.;  and  therefore  the 
death  was  immaterial  to  the  purpose.  Ijut,  .indly,  the  levy  under 
the  writ  was  pleadable  in  bar  to  another  action  for  the  same  debt; 
so  that  the  debtor  sustained  no  injury  by  the  execution  proceed- 
ing. J^)Ut  indeed  this  case  would  prove  too  much;  for  it  is  also 
true  that  after  the  award  of  the  Ji.  fa.,  and  before  .seizure,  the 
same  result  would  follow.  T/iorowr/ood's  Case,  Noy,  73,  cited  by 
Gould,  J.,  in  giving  his  judgment.  Now  it  is  not  pretended  that 
an  award  of  fi.  fa.  would  bar  the  Crown  before  seizure ;  the  prin- 
ciples, therefore,  of  that  decision  are  wholly  inapplicable  to  this 
question.  There  are  some  dicf,a  in  that  case,  certainly,  which 
may  be  relied  on;  but  I  think  that  if  they  are  read,  as  all  such 
dicta  ought  to  be,  with  reference  to  the  case  then  before  the  Court, 
they  also  will  be  found  not  applicable  to  the  present  subject.  To 
some  purposes,  no  doubt,  tlie  execution  may  be  called  complete 
by  the  seizure.  It  inidoubtedly  was  so  at  that  time,  as  regarded 
priority  between  an  execution  creditor  and  the  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt. It  was  not  so  in  all  cases,  however,  even  between 
subject  and  *  subject,  as  appears  from  Hutchinson  v.  John-  [*  106] 
ston ;  and  I  think  it  is  not  so  a  mnlto  fortiori  in  a  case 
between  the  subject  and  the  Crown,  which  has  a  prerogative  pecul- 
iar to  itself  of  intei-posing  in  medio.  Curzons  Case,  3  Leon.  239, 
is  still  less  applicable;  it  depends  on  a  totally  different  principle. 
There  Curzon  acknowledged  a  statute  to  Starkey,  and  afterwards 
another  to  J.  S. ,  who  assigned  to  the  Crown:  the  liability,  there- 
fore, on  which  the  Crown  proceeded  was  created  subse(|uently  to 
that  to  Starkey.  After  this,  Starkey  obtained  possession  under 
his  execution;  and  it  was  held  that  the  debt  to  the  Crown  did  not 
bind  the  lands  from  its  assignment,  so  as  to  avoid  the  subsequent 
but  consummate  execution.  It  may  be  observed  also,  that  this 
case  is  within  the  stat.  Hen.  VIII.  ;  for  the  judgment  was  prior  to 
the  King's  debt,  and  the  execution  was  consummate  before  the 
King's  extent.  Lord  C.  B.  Gilbert,  p.' 94,  gives  this  reason  for 
it ;  for  he  says,  "  The  creditor  Starkey  did  not  by  the  liherate  take 
the  land  sub  oncre  of  the  King's  debt,  because  his  lien  was  antece- 
dent to  it;  and  it  were  repugnant  to  construe  him  to  take  the  land 
suh  onere  of  the  King's  debt,  when  he  took  it  in  satisfaction  of  a 
debt  precedent. "     So  again,  on  the  same  principle,  it  has  been 
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held  that  if  A.  iiifeott'  B.  of  his  hinds,  after  a  judgment  coufesse<l 
by  him  to  C ,  the  Crown,  as  assignee  of  C. ,  cannot  take  more  than 
C.  could,  viz.,   a  moiety  of  the  land;  although,  no  douht,  if  the 
judgment  had  been  confessed  to  the  Crown  originally,  the  Crown 
could  have  taken  the  whole.      In  fact,  it  depends  on  the  principle 
that  where  the  law  allows  a  party  to  contract,  it  will  not  permit 
that  contract,  by  any  matter  arising  ex  iwst  facto,  to  be  made  of 
no  value  :  a  principle  to  which   I  have  before  referred,  in  distin- 
guishing goods  on  which  there  is  a  lien  by  contract  from 
[*  107]   goods  in  the  custody  *  of  the  law.      The  case  of  U^fj^om  v. 
Summer,  which  is  the  leading  authority  on  the  other  side, 
would,  I  think,  be  entitled  to  much  greater  weight  if  it  had  not 
proceeded  a  good  deal   on   the   case   of  Leehmere  v.  Tliorotocjood. 
Even  taking  the  different  reports  of  that  case  in  the  way  suggested 
by  Mr.  Justice  Gould,  no  great  advantage  as  to  clearness  can  be 
derived ;  and  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the  better  course  would 
have  been  to  have  placed  no  great  reliance  on  a  case  in  which  a 
part  was  to   be    picked    up  from  one   reporter,  and  a  part  from 
another,  in  order  to    make   something   like  a  connected  account, 
instead    of   attributing    the    confusion    to  the   most  obvious    and 
natural   cause,   viz. ,   the   inaccuracy  of   the    reporter.      The    same 
observation  a])plies    to  the  case    of    Eorlx   v.    Dayrell ;  the  Court 
there  also  relied  a  good  deal  on  Leehmere  v.   Tlioroivgood.      I  shall 
not  at  present  refer  to  the  main  ground  on  which  both  these  cases 
proceed,  viz. ,  the  statute  of  Hen.  VIII. ,  because  I  proceed  to  con- 
sider that  question  separately.      Subsequently  to  both  these,  the 
cases  of  Rex  v.    Wells  and  Allnutt  and  Bex  v.  Sloper  and  Allen 
arose,  in  which  the  present  question  was  decided,  after  reviewing 
all   the  authorities  in  the  affirmative.      Upon   the  whole  I  have 
arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  preponderance  of  authority  also, 
as  well  as  the  principle  on  which  such  authorities  ought  to  pro- 
ceed,   establishes   the   ])roposition,    that   wliere   an   extent   of    the 
Ci'owii   c())n('s   after  sci/iire   and   licfore.   sale,  it   ought   to  l)e  ])i'e- 
f erred,   unless  l)y  the  statute  .').'!  Hen.    Vm.    c.    o9,   s.    74,    there 
lias  been  an  alteration  nuide  in  the  ancient  prerogative,  by  which 
the  priority  has  Imh'U  tid<eu  away.      I  there  (^ome,  in  the  last  place, 
to    tlie    consideration    of    llie    true    construction    of    that    statute. 
[After  a  critical  exaiuinaiioii  of  tlie  statute  having  regard  to  the 
state   of   the  l;i\v  iiudei'  wliich   il  was  passed,  the  learned 
[112]     Judge  coiududcd  as  follows: — J   I'pon   the  words,  there- 
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fore,  as  well  as  upon  the  inteution  of  the  33  Hen.  VIII.  c.  39, 
s.  74,  as  collected  from  the  Act  itself,  compared  with  the  statutes 
which  preceded  it,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  accord- 
ing to  tlie  true  construction  of  the  74th  section,  it  has  no 
reference  whatever  to  the  question  now  before  your  Lordships. 
I  am  aware  that  this  is  contrary  to  the  construction  put  on  the 
statute  in  tlie  cases  of  IlorJ.r  v.  Ua/jrell  and  Uppom  v.  Summer  ;  but 
after  fully  considering  those  authorities,  and  the  reasons  assigned 
there,  which  do  not  satisfy  my  judgment,  and  finding  them  in 
opposition,  as  it  seems  to  me,  to  the  cases  of  Rex  v.  Cotton, 
Attorney -General  v.  Capcl,  Rex  v.  Pcch,  Rex  v.  Wells  and  Alhiutt, 
Rex  V.  Sloper  and  Allen,  and,  I  should  also  say,  to  the  Attorney - 
General  v.  Andrcivs,  and  the  uniform  course  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  I  think  that  those  cases  are  not  well  decided,  and 
that,  both  on  the  ground  tliat  they  are  contrary  to  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  Act,  as  deduced  from  a  proper  reading  of  it,  if  the 
question  were  res  inteyra,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  they  are 
opposed  to  cases  of  greater  weight  and  authority,  to  which  I  have 
also  referred.  I  have  to  apologise  to  your  Lordships  for  the 
length  at  which  I  have  considered  this  question ;  l»ut  I  trust 
that  the  importance  of  it,  and  the  great  weight  due  to  the 
authorities  on  both  sides,  will  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  my 
having  so  done. 

On  the  second  question  I  shall  not  detain  your  *Lord-   [*  113] 
ships,  as  I  believe  there  is  no  difference  of  opinion  upon 
it.      I  tliink  that  it  should  be  answered  in  the  negative. 

Mr.  Justice  Tauntox.  The  first  question  propounded  by  your 
Lordships  to  the  Judges  is  one  of  very  -considerable  difficult v, 
arising,  in  my  humble  judgment,  not  so  mucli  from  the  nature  of 
the  sulqect  when  properly  understood,  as  from  the  confiictiug 
decisions  of  the  Courts  in  Westminster  Hall.  This  question  may 
be  considered  in  two  points  of  view  ;  first,  whetlier  by  the  seizure, 
on  the  part  of  the  sherift',  of  the  goods  under  the  writ  of  fieri 
facias,  the  property  is  so  altered  as  to  leave  nothing  in  the  debtor 
upon  which  the  writ  of  extent  can  attach ;  and,  secondly,  whether 
the  statute  33  Hen.  VIII.  c.  39,  s.  74,  applies  to  the  present 
case ;  which  latter  inquiry  involves  a  consideration  of  the  law  as 
to  the  prerogative  with  respect  to  the  King's  debts  before,  and  at 
"the  time  of  passing  that  statute. 

With  respect  to  the  first  point,  it  is  so  clearly  laid  down  in  all 
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the  text  books,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  the  property  of  goods 
is  not  altered,  but  continues  in  the  defendant  until  execution  exe- 
cuted, that  it  cannot  be  necessary  to  say  much  on  that  point. 
But  then  a  (question  arises,  When  is  execiition  executed,  that  is, 
completed  ?  It  would  seem  from  the  language  of  the  writ  of  Jierl 
facias,  that  the  slierifi'  has  not  completed  the  whole  of  his  duty 
under  the  writ  until  he  has  converted  the  goods  and  chattels  seized 
into  money,  for  the  writ  enjoins  him,  that  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  defendant  he  cause  to  be  made  so  much  money ;  and  he  is 
further  enjoined  that  he  have  that  money  before  the  King  at 
Westminster,   on  the  return-day,  to  be  rendered  to  the  plaintiff: 

so  that  the  selling  or  making  of  the  goods  into  money 
[*  114]    appears  to  be  the  most  *  essential  part  of  the  sheriff's  duty. 

But  it  has  been  contended  in  many  of  the  cases  upon  this 
subject,  and  more  particularly  by  the  late  Mr.  Baron  Wood,  in 
his  elaborate  judgment  in  the  case  of  TJte  King  v.  Gilcx,  8  I'rice, 
314,  that  the  execution  is  executed  ])y  the  seizure,  and  certainly, 
if  that  were  the  case,  there  would  be  an  end  of  the  (juestion, 
because  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  after  execution  executed  an 
extent  from  the  Crown  comes  too  late.  Tlic  Attornc ij-Gcneral  v. 
Fort,  8  Price,  364,  in  a  note.  In  such  case  the  property  is  altered, 
and  the  Crown  cannot,  in  process  against  A.,  seize  the  goods  of  B. 
Considering  the  authority  by  which  this  proposition  of  the  seizure 
alone  changing  the  proj)erty  has  been  maintained,  it  becomes 
necessary  to  investigate  the  law  upon  the  subject,  and  examine 
the  grounds  upon  which  it  has  been  supported.  If  the  property 
l)e  iiltered  by  the  Ijare  seizure,  to  whom  does  it  pass  ?  They  say 
to  the  sheriff.  But  this  cannot  be,  for  the  goods  would  not  be 
forfeited  by  his.  outlawry  or  conviction  of  felony,  nor  would  they 
pass  under  a  grant  of  all  his  goods;  and  if,  after  seizure,  the 
defendant  pays  the  debt  to  the  sheriff,  he  is  entitled  to  have  his 
goods  again  without  any  grant  fr(jm  the  sheriff,  or,  if  a  leasehold, 
without  a  reassignment.  So  also,  I  apprehend,  if  good.=^  in  execu- 
tion are  burnt,  or  otherwise  injured,  without  fault  of  the  sherilf, 
it  is  the  loss  of  the  defendant.  The  sheriff,  under  the  writ,  has 
a  mere  power  to  sell,  without  any  interest  vested  in  him,  except 
that  which  every  bailee,  such  as  a  carrier,  wharfinger,  &c. ,  who  is 
answerable  over,  has  for  his  own  protection.  This  interest,  if  so 
it  may  be  called,  is  denominated  a  special  property,  as  contradis- 
tinguished from  a  general  property,  and  in  lespect  of  this  we  know 
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that  he  may  bring  trover  for  the  good.s  seized  against  a  stranger, 
but  it  is  not  a  beneficial  interest.  In  addition  to  tliese 
*  illustrations,  there  is  the  authority  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  [*  115] 
who  lays  it  down,  in  2  Eq.  Cases  Abridged,  381,  that 
neither  before  tlie  Statute  of  Frauds,  nor  since,  is  the  property  in 
the  goods  altered,  but  continues  in  the  defendant  until  the  execu- 
tion executed.  Tlie  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Baron  Wood,  in  support 
of  his  opinion  that  the  property  is  altered  by  the  sheriff's  seizure, 
and  before  actual  sale,  by  no  means  bear  him  out.  The  first  case 
he  cites,  with  respect  to  goods  and  chattels,  is  Ledimere  and  others 
V.  Tkorowyood  and  another,  Comberb.  123,  3  Mod.  236.  That 
was  an  action  of  trespass,  not  trover,  brought  against  the  sheriff'. 
The  extent  there  was  after  the  seizure,  and  before  any  sale  or 
veiulitioni  exponas ;  and  it  appears,  certainly,  that  a  question  was 
made,  whether  the  extent  did  not  come  too  late,  and  the  Judges 
are  reported  to  have  intimated  an  opinion  that  it  did ;  but  the 
case  was  not  decided  upon  that  ground;  judgment  was  ultimately 
given  for  the  defendant  (and  not  for  the  plaintiff's,  who  impeached 
the  validity  of  the  extent),  upon  the  ground  that  they  could  not 
be  made  trespassers  by  relation.  The  opinions,  therefore,  thrown 
out,  were  mere  obiter  dicta,  and  the  reports  themselves  are  very 
loose  and  unsatisfactory.  In  one  of  them,  Comberbach's,  Lord 
Holt  is,  indeed,  reported  to  have  said,  "  tlie  property  of  the  goods- 
is  vested  by  the  delivery  of  the  fieri  facias ;  "  but  this  is  directly 
contrary  to  the  opinion  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  2  Eq.  Cas.  Abr. , 
and  to  the  cases  of  Bardon  v.  Kennedy,  3  Atk.  739,  and  Phillips 
V.  Thompson,  3  Lev.  191  ;  in  the  latter  of  which  it  was  decided, 
that  by  the  delivery  of  the  writ,  the  goods  were  only  so  bound 
that  the  defendant  could  not  dispose  of  them  afterwards,  and  that 
the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff"  is  no  execution  thereof ;  and 
this  dictum  of  Lord  Holt,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Cooper  v. 
Ghitty,  1  Burr.  20,  *  suspected  was  a  mistake  of  the  [*116] 
reporter.  The  next  case  relied  on  by  Mr.  Baron  "Wood  is 
Clerk  Y.  Withers,  6  Mod.  290;  in  that  case  the  principal  question 
was,  respecting  the  operation  of  the  stat.  17  Car.  II.  c.  8,  upon 
a  judgment  by  default,  obtained  by  an  administrator,  whether,  as 
that  statute  applies  in  terms  only  to  judgment  after  verdict,  there 
could  be  any  personal  representative  of  the  intestate  who  could  by 
process  compel  the  sheriff  to  sell.  It  was  incidentally  contended 
there  by  counsel,  that  a  seizure  by  the  sheriff"  was  a  satisfaction  of 
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the  debt,  and  therefore  that  the  plaintiff,  who  had  Lrought  a  scire 
facias  to  have  restitution,  should  not  have  it.  But  the  utmost 
length  to  which  Lord  Holt  carried  this  was,  tliat  the  seizure  to 
the  value  of  the  debt  discharges  the  defendant,  unless  the  execu- 
tion be  afterwards  avoided,  and  that  the  seizure,  so  long  as  it  con- 
tinues, is  a  sufficient  bar.  But  the  point  really  determined  was, 
that  an  execution,  being  an  entire  thing,  when  once  begun,  shall, 
as  between  the  parties,  be  proceeded  with,  notwithstanding  a 
change  of  sheriff,  or  the  death  of  the  plaintiff',  nothing  having 
occurred  to  avoid  the  seizure,  or  to  intercept  the  authority  of  the 
sheriff  before  sale  :  the  sale  under  such  circumstances  being  con- 
sidered  but  a  formal  part  of  the  execution.  There  was  no  decision 
that,  as  against  one  having  a  paramount  claim,  the  property  by 
the  seizure  was  irrevocably  changed,  but  the  whole  is  consistent 
with  the  hypothesis,  that  the  goods  in  sucli  a  case  are  in  the 
custod}'  of  the  law.  With  respect  to  the  argument  drawn  from 
the  statute  21  Jac.  I.  c.  19,  which  provides,  that  where  no  exe- 
cution or  extent  has  been  served  and  executed,  creditors  by  judg- 
ment   statute,    &c. ,    or    other    security,    shall    not    be    relieved 

thereupon  for  more  than  a  ratal)le  part  of  their  just  and 
[*  117]   true  debts  with   the  bankrupt's  other  *  creditors,  without 

respect  to  any  greater  sum  in  such  judgment,  &c. ,  or  other 
security ;  upon  which  it  has  been  determined,  that  when  a  creditor 
has  obtained  judgment  and  sued  out  execution,  and  a  seizure  has 
been  made  under  it,  if  before  sale  an  act  of  bankruptcy  intervenes, 
the  judgment  creditor  shall  not  be  obliged  to  come  in  under  the 
commission,  ])ut  tlie  sheriff  may  proceed  to  sell  the  goods ;  and 
from  which  determinations  Mr.  Baron  Wood  draws  the  conclu- 
sion, that  they  must  have  proceeded  on  the  ground,  that  as  soon 
as  goods  have  been  .seized  under  a  firri  facias,  tliat  seizure  is  con- 
sidered in  law  as  l^eing  an  execution  executed  :  the  answer  is,  that 
these  determinations  only  prove  that,  as  between  subjects,  an 
execution  once  begun  l)y  seizure,  shall  ])r()ci'ed  notwithstanding  a 
subsequent  act  of  bankruptcy  and  commission  issu(>d  ;  and  in  the 
case  of  Andleii  v.  llalscji,  Oro.  T'ar.  14(S,  whicli  I  believe  was  tlie 
first  decision  to  this  eHect,  wlicicin  llu;  circumstances  were  nearly 
the  same  witli  those  in  SI riiiijcfcUoiv's  Case,  Dyer,  (i7,  b. ,  the 
main  difference  being,  that  in  the  one  the  bankrupt  ccnnmissioners 
claimed  against  the  extent  upon  the  statute  sta])le,  and  in  the 
other  the   Crown,  tlie  (Jouit  expressly  distinguished   it  from  the 
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cuf^e  in  Dyer,  liy  saying,  "  f^r  tliere,  altliough  the  goods  were 
extended,  yet  they  were  nut  delivered  to  the  cognusee,  and  the 
writ  was  not  returned,  and  the  writ  of  privilege  was  fur  debt  due 
to  the  King,  wherein  the  King  has  his  prerogative  by  the  Coinniun 
Law."  In  addition,  1  may  ubserve,  that  the  distinctiun  taken  in 
the  recent  eases  of  Wijtni'r  v.  Kemhlc,  6  B.  &  C.  479;  Notlrij  v. 
Bvcl-,  S  15.  &  C.  U;0;  and  Morland  v.  FcWitt,  8  B.  &  C.  722, 
which  were  in  exposition  of  tlie  statute  0  Geo.  lY.  c.  16,  s.  108, 
proceeded  principally  upon  this  very  difference  between  a  mere 
naked  seizure  before  bankruptcy,  and  a  seizure  consum- 
mated by  sale,  or  the  *  payment  of  the  money  directed  to  [*  118] 
be  levied.  In  Wymer  v.  Kcniblc,  the  goods  of  the  debtor 
had  been  seized  under  a  fieri  facias,  and  delivered  to  the  creditor 
under  a  bill  of  sale  by  the  sheriff,  then  a  bankruptcy  followed, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  had  ceased  to  be  a  creditor,  the 
original  debt  having  been  extinguished  by  the  sale.  The  like 
decision  was  come  to  in^  Morland  v.  Pcllatt,  where,  tliough  there 
had  been  no  sale  of  the  guuds,  the  balance  of  the  money  directed 
to  be  levied  had  been  paid  over  to  the  sheriff  beftn'e  tlie  act  oi 
bankruptcy  ;  but  in  Xotlcij  v.  Burl-,  where  the  sheriff  had  made  a 
seizure  before  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  but  the  goods  remained  in 
his  hands  unsold  at  the  time  of  it,  it  was  held  that  the  .sheriff" 
could  not  pay  over  to  the  creditors  the  proceeds  of  the  execution 
received  upon  a  sale  after  the  bankruptcy. 

But  although  the  position  that  the  property  is  not  divested  out 
of  the  debtor  by  mere  seizure  nuder  fieri  facias  was  partly  admitted 
by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff"  in  error  in  this  case,  yet  it  was 
must  strongly  pressed  by  him  in  his  argument,  that  by  the  seizure 
the  judgment  creditor  liere  liad  a  claim  on  the  goods,  or  a  special 
property  therein,  and  that  tlie  Crown  under  an  extent  can  only 
take,  subject  to  that  lien,  a  special  property;  and  this  right  of  the 
judgment  creditor,  he  ol)served,  had  not  been  adverted  to  in  anv 
of  the  cases,  with  respect  to  the  property.  Many  other  cases 
might  be  added,  but  enough  probably  has  been  .said;  and  I  will 
only  add  the -authority  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley.  In  Morla/id  w 
Pellatt,  that  learned  Judge  says,  "  After  seizure  and  before  sale, 
the  sheriff"  has  a  special  property  in  the  goods,  but  the  debtor  lias 
the  general  property  up  to  that  time,  therefore  the  debt  is  not 
extinguished,  and  the  judgment  creditor  has  a  security 
for   his  debt;    this   .special  property  is  *  in   him,    not   as    [*119] 
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trustee  for  the  judgment  creditor,  but  for  tlie  purpose  of  his 
own  protection."  Neither  had  the  judgment  creditor  in  this 
instance  any  lien  on  the  goods.  [The  learned  Judge  here  cited 
cases  to  show  that  a  lien  can  only  exist  where  the  party  claiming 
it  has  possession,  whereas  the  possession  under  s.  fieri  facias  is  that 

of  the  sheriff  who  holds  the  goods  in  the  custody  of  the 
[120]     law.]     Uut  if  there  was  no  lien,  the  cases  of  Tlic  King 

V.  Hui}ij)hreij,  1  M'Cl.  &  Y.  173;  The  King  \.  Lee,  6  Price, 
::!69  (20  R.  II.  664)  ;  and  Casperd  v.  The  Attorney-General,  6 
Price,  411  (20  11.  P.  671),  which  were  cases  of  a  wharfinger's  and 
a  factor's  lien,  and  an  equitable  mortgage  by  deposit  of  the  title- 
deeds,  are  inapplicable,  the  creditor  there  having  actual  possession 
of  the  articles  in  respect  of  which  he  claimed.  But  when  goods 
are  in  what  is  called  tlie  ciistody  of  the  law,  tlie  property  is  as  it 
were  in  abeyance,  and  must  ultimately  l)elong  to  the  party  to 
whom,  under  all  the  circumstances,  the  law  adjudges  it. 

But  it  was  said,  that  the  judgment  creditor,  by  force  of  the 
seizure,  had  at  least  a  security.  This  has  certainly  been  so 
decided  with  reference  to  the  6  Geo.  IV.  e.  16,  s.  lOS.  But  I 
do  not  see  what  it  proves.  The  security  may  be  vested  and  cer- 
tain, or  it  may  be  contingent  and  defeasible.  It  does  not  neces- 
sarily import  present  property,  nor  even  beneficial  interest.  If 
tenant  for  life  without  impeachment  of  waste,  or  tenant  in  tail, 
sell  trees  standing  and  growing  on  the  land,  which  he  may  law- 
fully do,  the  vendee,  in  common  language,  might  be  said  to  have 
a  security  for  the  mone}'  which  he  has  advanced,  Init  if  the  vendor 
should  die  before  the  trees  are  severed  from  tlie  soil,  the  riglit  of 
the  remainder-man  or  issue  in  tail  steps  in  and  defeats  that  of  the 
vendee.  So  here,  although  the  judgment  creditor  had  a  security, 
yet  still  it  was  a  possible  case —  I  say  no  more  at  present  —  that 
a  jus  tertii  miglit  interpose  and  destroy  it. 

Tliis  brings  me  to  tlie  consideration  of  tlie  sect)nd  branch  of  the 
question,  namely,  whether  the  extent  in  this  case  at  the  suii  of 
the  Crown  constitutiMl  such  a  jus  tertii.      It  is  perfectly  clear,  that 

at  rommon  law  the  King  had  very  peculinr  prerogatives, 
[*121]    much    beyond  *  tlie   comuKui  right   of    a   subject,    for  the 

rocoverv  of  his  dclits.  Of  these  (not  to  mention  others 
which  are  not  to  the  ]ires('nt  juirpose)  one  was,  that  "  wheie  one 
was  indebted  to  thcKingand  likewise  to  otlier  persons,  the  King's 
debt  was  to  lie  preferred  in  payment;  that  is,  the  King  was  to  be 
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])aid  before  any  other  creditor  of  the  party,"  and,  consequently, 
to  be  preferred  in  an  execution  (2  Madd.  Exch.  183,  c.  2.''),  .s.  7). 
The  general  rule  i.s,  and  this  has  l)een  acknowledged  in  all  the 
cases,  that  when  the  riglit  of  the  King  and  that  of  a  subject  con- 
cur, that  of  the  King  shall  prevail ;  see  the  instances  put  in  The 
Attorney-General  \.  Andreivs,  Hardres,  23;  Plowden,  258,  259, 
264.  But  in  ancient  times  the  law  of  prerogative  went  further 
than  this,  and  provided  tlie  most  effectual  means  of  security  that 
the  King's  title  should  always  be  the  first.  It  prohibited  the 
creditors  of  a  King's  debtor  even  from  taking  out  execution  until 
all  the  King's  debts  were  satisfied,  although  the  King's  debts 
were  the  later  in  point  of  time;  and  if  the  King's  debtor,  not- 
withstanding, was  sued  or  attached,  the  King  had  a  remedy  by  a 
writ  of  protection  to  protect  his  delator.  Co.  Litt.  1;>1,  b.  ;  Fitz. 
X.  B.  65,  66,  tit.  Protection;  The  K'ui'j  v.  Cotton,  Parker,  125. 
A  King's  del)tor  could  not  make  a  will  to  dispose  of  his  chattels 
to  the  King's  prejudice,  nor  could  his  executor  have  administra- 
tion without  permission  from  the  King  or  Justices  or  Barons  of  the 
Exchequer,  upon  giving  security  to  answer  the  King's  debts;  see 
numerous  precedents  in  ]\Iaddox's  Exch.  c.  23.  These  preroga- 
tives have  at  different  times  been  controverted  and  regulated  by 
statutes,  but  these  very  statutes  testify  their  existence.  Thus  in 
the  statute  of  Magna  Charta,  9  Hen.  III.  c.  18,  it  is  enacted,  that 
if  any  holding  of  the  King  a  lay -fee  do  die,  and  the  sheriff 
show  the  King's  letters  patent  of  his  summons  *  for  debt,  [*  122] 
which  the  dead  man  did  owe  to  the  King,  it  shall  be  law- 
ful to  the  sheriff'  to  attach  and  enrol  all  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
the  deceased  being  found  in  the  lay-fee  to  the  value  of  the  debt,  so 
that  nothing  thereof  should  be  amoved  until  the  debt  be  paid  off, 
and  the  residue  should  remain  to  the  executors  to  perform  the 
testament  of  the  deceased.  Again,  the  stat.  25  Ed.  III.  c.  19, 
after  reciting,  that  forasmuch  as  tlie  King  had  l)efore  that  time 
made  protections  to  divers  people  which  were  bounden  to  him  in 
some  manner  of  debt,  that  they  should  not  be  impleaded  of  the 
debts  which  they  owed  to  others  till  they  had  made  gree  to  our 
Lord  the  King  of  that  which  to  him  was  due  by  them  by  reason 
of  his  prerogative,  and  so  during  such  protections  no  man  hath 
sued  nor  durst  implead  such  debtors,  enacts,  that  notwithstanding 
such  protections,  the  parties  which  have  actions  against  their 
debtors  .shall  be  answered  in   the  King's  Court  V»v  their  debtors, 
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and  if  judgment  be  thereupon  given  for  the  plaintiff  or  demand- 
ant, the  execution  of  the  same  judgment  shall  be  put  in  suspense 
till  gree  be  made  to  the  King  of  his  deljt,  and  if  the  creditors  will 
undertake  for  the  King's  debt,  they  shall  be  thereunto  received, 
and  shall  have  execution  against  the  debtors  of  the  debt  due  and 
adjudged  to  them,  and  also  shall  recover  against  them  as  much  as 
they  shall  pay  to  the  King  for  them.  After  the  passing,  there- 
fore, of  this  statute,  which  considerably  abridged  tlie  ancient  pre- 
rogative, although  a  subject  might  pursue  his  debtor  to  judgment, 
yet  he  could  not  sue  out  execution  until  the  King's  debts  were 
paid  or  secured.  The  King  being  entitled  to  the  first  execution, 
this  execution,  it  is  material  to  recollect,  at  the  common  law,  was 
against  tlie  body,  the  lands  and  the  goods   of    the  accountant  or 

the   King's   debtor:  Sir    William   Harhcrt's    Case,    3  Co. 
[*12;5]   Eep.  *12,  b.  ;  tlie  v/ords  of  Lord  Coke  on  this  point  are, 

"  It  was  resolved,  that  at  the  common  law  the  body,  the 
land  and  the  goods  of  the  accountant  or  the  King's  debtor  were 
liable  to  the  King's  execution,  for  '  Thesaurus  regis  est  pacis 
vinculum  et  bellorum  iiervi;'  and  therefore  the  law  gave  the 
King  full  remedy  for  it :  and  therewith  agrees  5  Eliz. ,  Dyer,  224, 
and  Plow.  Com.  321.  Sir  Williain  Cavendish's  Case,  who  was 
treasurer  of  the  chamber,  24  Ed.  III.;  ITaher  de  Chirto/i's  Case, 
and  infinite  iirecedents  in  the  Exch. ,  to  prove,  that  for  the  King's 
debt,  the  body  and  tlie  land  of  the  debtor  shall  be  liable  by  the 
common  law  l)efore  the  statute  of  33  Hen.  VTII.  c.  39.  "  The 
statute  did  n(jt  give  to  the  Crown  this  triple  remedy,  and  whether 
it  could  be  pursued,  as  now,  l)y  one  single  process,  or  must  have 
been  separately  worked  out  by  diiterent  writs,  is  a  matter  of  no 
moment.  Thus  stood  tlie  law  until  the  statute  33  Hen.  VIII. 
c.  .".0  passed ;  and  upon  this  short  statement  there  seems  to  be  no 
doubt  that  if  no  alteration  of  the  law  in  this  respect  was  made 
by  that  statute,  the  King  in  the  present  instance  is  entitled  to 
preference  under  the  extent,  although  it  did  not  reach  the  sheriff 
until  1  lie  /?>/•/  f/'rias  was  partly  executed  by  seizure;  for  it  would 
lie  absuid  to  hold,  that  when  it  was  unlawful  to  issue  any  execu- 
tion befoic  the  King's  debt  was  paid,  the  creditor,  by  his  dis- 
obedience to  the  law  in  suing  out  an  execution,  should  gain  an 
advantage  ovi'i'  the  King.  Then  has  the  statute  3.")  Hen.  ^'III. 
c.  ;')!»  altcicil  the  law  in  this  nr.itier?  [Upon  an  examination 
of  that  statute   and  a  review    of    aiithivilies,    tlie  leanieil    Judge 
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came  to  the  conclu.sioii   that   it   had   not]     I,    therefore, 
humbly  give  it  as  my  opinion  that  the  tiri^t  <|uestion  pro-      [128] 
pounded  by   your  Lordships  should   be   answered  in  tlie 
attirmative. 

With  respect  to  the  second  (juestion  submitted  to  the  Judges,  as 
to  any  difference  whether  the  writ  of  extent  be  in  chief  or  in  aid, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  in  this  respect  there  is  no  difference  between 
an  immediate  extent  and  an  extent  in  aid. 

]\Ir.  Baron  VaU(;hax.     After  much  consideration  devoted      [129] 
to  the  (juestion  whicli  your  Lordships  have  been  pleased  to 
propound  to  the  Judges,  1  am  of  opinion  *  that  the  writ   [*  loO] 
of  extent  issued  liy  the  Crown,  under  the   circumstances 
stated,  ought  of  right  to  supersede  the  subject's  execution. 

Duriug  the  progress  of  this  in([uiry  my  mind  has  been  agitated 
livdou])ts  susuested  bv  a  Vv^'viewof  the  conflicting  iudgments  which 
nave  lieen  pronounced  in  the  Superior  Courts  of  Westminster  Hall 
upon  this  long  contnjverted  question,  involving  a  claim  to  exercise 
an  important  prerogative  of  the  ('rown  on  the  one  part,  and  a 
valuable  civil  right  of  the  snbject  on  the  other. 

The  ai'guments  in  favour  of  tlio  plaintiff  in  error  may  be  resolved 
into  the  following  propositions  :  — 

First,  That  no  prerogative  right  existed  in  the  Crown  by  the 
common  law  to  i.ssue  an  extent  whereby  the  goods  and  chattels 
and  lands  of  the  King's  debtor  might  be  extended,  and  his  body 
seized,  to  enforce  the  payment  of  his  debt. 

Secondly,  Tliat,  admitting  the  existence  of  such  prerogative 
right  under  the  common  law,  it  was  restricted  and  controlled  by 
the  statute  3o  Hen.  VIII.  c.  39,  so  as  to  prevent  its  operation  in 
the  case  sub  jvdicr. 

Thirdly,  That,  independent  of  all  prerogative  right,  after  an 
actual  seizure  of  the  sheriff  under  a  ^fierl  facias,  at  the  suit  of  a 
judgment  creditor,  the  property  in  the  goods  taken  became  thereby 
altered,  no  longer  continuing  the  property  of  the  debtor,  and  con- 
sequently no  longer  amenable  to  the  process  of  the  Crown. 

Fourthly,  That  the  sheriff  acquired  by  the  seizure  such  a  special 
property  in  the  goods  as  to  deprive  the  Crown  of  any  benefit  to  l)e 
derived  from  this  process  of  extent. 

The  main  question  depends  upon  the  true  construction  of  the 
33  Hen.  VIIL  c.  39,  .s.  74;  but,  in  the  interpretation  of  this 
statute,    the  important  preliminary  inquiry  presents   itself;  viz.. 
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whether  before,  and  independent  of,  any  legislative  enact- 
[*  131]    ments,  the  Crown  was  *  not  entitled  by  the  common  law  to 

extend  the  lands  and  to  take  the  body,  as  well  as  the  goods 
and  chattels,  of  the  King's  debtor  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt. 
Sir  Edward  West,  in  his  Treatise  upon  the  Law  and  Practice  of 
Extents,  states  (but,  as  I  conceive,  erroneously)  that  the  Crown 
derived  its  power  of  issuing  an  extent  from  the  provisions  of  this 
statute.  In  page  108  he  observes,  that  "  This  statute  gave  to  the 
Crown  a  new  kind  of  execution  for  all  its  debts ;  a  species  too  of 
execution,  wliich,  Ijefore  that  statute  was  the  subject's  execution, 
and  the  subject's  only;"  and  in  page  110  he  repeats  "  that  the 
subject's  process  by  extent  being  imparted  to  the  Crown,  the 
Crown  will  of  course  have  the  same  riglits  in  the  use  of  that 
process  as  the  subject. " 

The  author  of  that  treatise  seems  to  have  been  betrayed  into 
this  error  ])y  what  I  would  rather  call  an  equivocal,  than  an  inac- 
curate, expression  of  Lord  Coke  in  his  Comment  upon  the  8th  cap. 
]Magna  Charta,  2  Inst.  19,  wdiich  contains  the  following  passage : 
"  After  the  statute  33  Hen.  \'III.  c.  39  was  made  for  levying 
the  King's  debts,  the  usual  ja'Dcess  to  the  sheriff  at  this  day  is, 
Quod  dilirjcnter  per  sarraincntinn,"  &c.  From  the  words,  "after 
the  statute,"  Mr.  West  infers  that  the  King  was  not  empowered, 
by  virtue  of  his  prerogative  at  the  common  law,  to  issue  any  writ 
of  extent  to  enforce  the  payment  of  his  debts  before  that  statute, 
such  authority  being  created  and  conferred,  for  the  first  time,  by 
the  provisions  of  that  Act.  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilijekt  understands 
this  expression  of  Sir  Edward  Coke's,  "after  the  statute,"  &c. , 
in  the  same  sense,  although  lie  suggests  a  doubt  respecting  its 
accuracy  ;  for  in  page  1 27  of  his  Treatise  on  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
after  transcribing  a  process  known  by  the  name  of  the  Long  Writ, 

he  observes,  "  My  Lord  Coke  says  this  writ  was  made 
[*  132]    since  *  the  statute,  but  of  this  I  have  great  doubt,  because 

it  seems  so  contrived  that  an  iu(iuisition  should  be  found 
wlietlier  the  debtor  liad  any  goods  or  chattels,  and  if  upon  inquisi- 
tion tlicre  were  none  found,  then  to  extend  the  lands  and  to  tak(! 
the  l)ody  of  the  debtor.  So  that  it  seems  this  writ  might  have 
been  used  before  the  stat.  of  Hen.  VIII.,  without  any  violation  of 
Magna  Cliarta,  for  if  it  were  found  that  the  debtor  had  no  goods, 
they  might  seize  the  lands  and  tiike  the  body;  and,  therefore,  it 
seems  to  be  a  writ  tliat  was  used  ujHjn  motion  to  the  (_'ourt,  and  in 
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cases  of  necessity,  before  the  stat.  of  Hen.  YIII.  ;  but  since  tliat 
statute  they  may  have  a  capias  levari,  or  extent,  witliout  any  such 
inquisition  touching  the  goods."  The  opinion  of  Sir  E.  Coke 
appears  to  nie  to  have  been  misapprehended.  I  do  not  understand 
him  to  affirm  that  the  King  had  no  power  of  issuing  an  extent  for 
the  levying  of  his  del)ts  before  the  statute,  but  that  the  particular 
writ  of  which  lie  gives  only  a  partial  extract,  had  been  the  usual 
process  to  the  sheriff  since  that  statute,  and  was  so  at  that  day. 
Indeed,  the  very  tirst  passage  in  the  8th  chap,  of  Magna  Charta, 
upon  which  he  is  commenting,  "  Xos  vero  vel  ballivi  nostri  non 
seiziemus  terram  aliipiam  vel  redditum  pro  debito  aliquo  quamdiu 
catalla  debitoris  prresentia  sufficiant  ad  debitum  reddend  et  ipse 
debitor  paratus  sit  inde  satisfacere, "  was  introduced  in  ease  of  the 
subject,  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  power  of  the  Crown,  and 
correcting  an  abuse  of  the  prerogative,  by  preventing  the  seizure 
of  the  lands  and  rents  of  the  Crown  debtor,  where  goods  and  chat- 
tels could  be  found  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  debt.  Lord  Coke 
observes  upon  this  passage,  that  ''  by  order  of  the  common  law, 
the  King  for  his  debt  liad  execution  of  the  body,  lands,  and  goods 
of  the  debtor,"  and  adds,  "  This  is  an  act  of  grace,  and  restrainetli 
the  power  the  King  had  before. "  Both  the  text  and  the 
comment,  therefore,  conspire  to  prove  that  *  Lord  Coke  [*].')•">] 
could  never  intend  to  ascribe  the  origin  of  the  process  of 
extent  to  the  stat.  of  Hen.  A'lIL  :  indeed,  the  reports  of  that 
eminent  lawyer  are  replete  with  resolutions  confirming  the  pre- 
rogative right  of  the  Crown  to  issue  process  of  this  description 
from  the  earliest  times.  I  will  cite  one  case  only  from  his  reports 
in  proof  of  this  position,  Sir  William  Harhcrt's  Case,  3  Co.  Itep. 
12,  b.  It  was  there  resolved,  that  at  the  common  law,  the  body, 
the  lands,  and  the  goods  of  the  King's  debtor,  or  accountant,  were 
liable  to  the  King's  execution,  for  that  "  thesaurus  regis  est  pacis 
vinculum  et  bellorum  nervi,"  and,  therefore,  the  law  gave  the 
King  the  full  remedy  for  it ;  and  therewith  agrees  the  oth  Eliz. , 
Dyer,  224,  and  Plow.  Com.  '321,  a;  ,Sir  William  Cavendish' >> 
Case,  24  Ed.  III.  ;  Walter  de  Chirton's  Case:  and  infinite  prece- 
dents in  the  P^xchecpier,  to  prove  that  for  the  King's  debt  the  body 
and  land  of  the  delitor  shall  be  liable  by  the  common  law  before 
the  statute  3.3  Hen.  VIII.  c.  39.  I  have  before  observed  that 
Lord  Coke  gives  only  a  partial  extract  of  the  usiial  process  which 
he  states  to  have  issued  since  the  statute  33  Hen.  VIII.     If  the 
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whole  of  it  had  been  inserted,  it  would  have  appeared  from  the 
concluding  part  whether  it  issued  from  the  office  of  the  King,  or 
of  the  Lord  Treasurer's  Remeniljrancer. 

The  long  writ  introduced  and  commented  upon  hy  Lord  Chief 
Earon  Gilbert,  in  the  chapter  in  which  he  expresses  his  doubts 
respecting  the  accuracy  of  Lord  Coke  as  to  the  period  of  time 
when  that  species  of  process  was  first  issued  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  King's  debts,  was  undoubtedly  a  writ  from  the  office 
of  the  King's  Eemembrancer,  as  appears  from  the  concluding  part 
of  it,  containing  an  injunction  not  to  sell  until  tlie  further  order  of 
the  Couit;  from  the  bonds  remaining  in  the  custody  of 
[*  134]  the  King's  Eemembrancer ;  and  from  *  its  referring  in  dis- 
tinct terms  to  the  stat.  33  Hen.  Ylir.  as  the  autliDrity 
from  which  it  emanated,  and  being  also  signed  by  Masliam,  who 
was  at  that  time  an  officer,  not  in  the  Lord  Treasurer's,  but  in 
the  King's  Eemembrancer 's  Office.  Without  professing  to  have 
examined  the  infinity  of  precedents  to  which  Sir  Edward  Coke 
alludes,  the  searches  I  have  made  have  satisfied  my  mind,  that 
from  that  department  of  the  revenue  office  in  the  Court  of  Exche(|uer 
under  the  control  and  management  of  the  Lord  Treasurer's  Eemem- 
brancer, a  strong  prerogative  process  or  writ,  combining  in  effect 
the ^fieri  facias,  the  levari  faxias,  and  cajnas  corpus,  has,  from  the 
earliest  times,  been  issued  upon  special  application,  founded  u})on 
the  necessity  of  the  case,  without  any  previous  summons  or  notice, 
and  directed  at  once  against  the  goods  and  chattels,  lands  and 
tenements,  and  body,  of  the  Crown  debtor,  to  levy  all  such  debts 
as,  by  being  charged  upon  the  revenue  rolls  in  that  office,  were 
become  in  the  nature  of  recorded  debts  or  duties.  The  more 
ordinarv  and  usual  course  of  proceeding  was  to  transmit  them  to 
the  Pipe-office,  and  enter  them  upon  the  roll  annexed  to  the  sum- 
mons of  the  pipe,  to  1)0  levied  by  that  process;  and  if  returned 
nihil  l)y  the  sheriff,  to  introduce  them  into  a  schedule,  as  descrilied 
by  Lord  Chief  T'aron  Oilbert,  and  send  them  into  tlie  office  of  the 
Lord  Treasurer's  Eemembranc(>i',  to  l)e  h-xicd  by  tlic  general  ])re- 
Togative  process,  or  long  writ,  which  issued  pi'iiodically,  nt  two 
stated  seasons  of  the  yenr,  for  tlie  recovery  of  all  such  (h'bts.  I 
will  n(jt  aliuse  youi'  Lovdsliips'  ])atient  attention  liy  stating  the 
reasons  which  have  led  ine  to  conclude  that  Loi'd  ('liii^f  I'aron 
(JiLi'.ERT  may  have  confounded  the  long  writ  issued  fioni  the  office 
of  the  King's  Eemeinbinucei',  under  tlie  authoritv  of  the  statute 
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'VS  Hen.  yill.  with  the  long  writ,  whicli  it  has  been 
*  immemoiially  the  course  of  the  Court  of.  Exchequer  to  [*  135] 
issue  from  the  ofticeof  the  Lord  Treasurer's  Remembrancer. 
It  may  be  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  the  present  inquiry  to  take 
it,  upon  the  authority  of  so  eminent  a  judge,  who  presided  at  the 
head  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  that  long  anterior  to  the  statute 
of  Hen.  YIII. ,  such  debts  of  the  Crown  as  were  entered  on  the 
great  roll  in  the  Treasurer's  Remembrancer's  Othce  might  be  levied 
by  a  process  having  the  force  and  virtue  of  an  immediate  extent. 
I  wouhl,  therefitre,  conclude  my  observations  upon  this  first  branch 
of  the  inquiry  with  a  passage  from  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert's 
Treatise  on  the  Court  of  Excheipier,  p.  90,  "  An  extent  of  a  later 
teste  supersedes  an  execution  of  the  goods  by  a  former  writ ;  because 
by  .the  King's  prerogative  at  common  law,  if  there  had  been  an 
execution  at  the  subject's  suit,  and  afterwards  an  extent,  the 
execution  was  superseded  until  the  extent  was  executed,  because 
the  public  ought  to  be  preferred  to  private  property. " 

I  proceed  to  the  second  branch  of  the  inquiry,  how  far  the 
statute  a3  Lien.  VIII.  c.  30,  restricts  or  controls  this  prerogative. 
In  considering  the  legal  operation  and  effect  of  such  of  its  clauses 
as  have  relation  to  this  question,  we  should  remend)er,  that  it 
was  passed  at  a  period  of  time  when  that  monarch  was  in  the 
plenitude  of  liis  power,  when  the  revenues  of  the  Crown  had  been 
recently  greatly  augmented  by  the  surrender  and  dissolution  of 
the  abbeys  and  monasteries,  and  by  the  daily  increasing  commerce 
and  prosperity  of  the  kingdom  ;  nor  can  we  forget,  that  the  history 
of  that  reign  records  more  frequent  examples  of  sacrifices  extorted 
from  his  subjects  than  of  any  voluntary  surrenders  of  his  acknowl- 
edged prerogatives  to  them.  Upon  the  first  forty-nine  sec- 
tions of  this  statute,  relating  *  to  the  erection  of  the  Court  [*  136] 
of  Surveyors  of  the  King's  lands,  its  officers,  and  their 
authority  (all  which  have  long  since  ceased  to  exist),  it  becomes 
unnecessary  to  make  any  observations.  The  object  of  the  Legis- 
lature in  the  six  consecutive  enactments,  from  section  50  to  56 
inclusive,  w^as  the  more  speedy  recovery  of  debts  due  to  the  Crown 
upon  obligations  and  specialities,  which  not  being  (before  that 
Act)  enrolled  of  record,  were  not  amenable  to  the  strong  preroga- 
tive process  of  extent.  The  statute,  therefore,  gave  them  the  force 
and  effect  of  obligations  acknowledged,  according  to  the  statute 
staple  at  Westminster.     It  gave  also  to  the  King  his  costs,  a<  to 
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a  common  person.  It  gave  to  each  of  the  several  Courts,  as  well 
to  those  recently  erected  as  to  those  already  existing,  and  men- 
tioned in  the  55th  section,  the  same  co-extensive  power  and 
authority  to  commence  and  prosecute  suits  for  debts  and  duties 
grown  due  to  the  Crown  in  respect  of  obligations  remaining  in 
each  of  those  several  Courts  and  offices,  and  to  hear  and  determine 
them,  and  to  award  execution  upon  the  body,  lands,  and  goods  of 
the  parties  condemned  therein.  But  it  appears  to  me  a  fallacy  to 
suppose  that,  because  it  directed  in  what  offices  and  Courts  (some 
of  those  Courts  lieing  then  recently  erected)  the  suits  sliould  be 
commenced,  and  what  process  might  in  their  discretion  be  used 
(mentioning,  inter  alia,  the  capias,  extendi  facias,  &c. ),  therefore 
the  power  of  issuing  such  process  was  given,  for  the  first  time,  to 
the  Court  of  Exchequer.  As  applied  to  obligations  and  special- 
ties, which  before  that  statute  were  matters  in  ^jaiis,  not  yet 
ripened  into  matters  of  record,  I  admit  they  were  not  liable"  to  the 
immediate  extent  until  rendered  mature  for  that  process  by  becom- 
ing enrolled  of  record.  The  sections  to  which  I  have 
[*  137]  referred,  from  50  to  56,  appear  to  me  exclusively  *  appli- 
cable to  the  debts  and  duties  accruing  in  respect  of  the 
obligations  and  specialties  mentioned  in  those  sections.  Sec- 
tion 57  enlarges  the  jurisdiction  of  the  several  Courts  therein 
enumerated ;  extends  their  authority  to  a  variety  of  other  subjects 
having  no  relation  to  the  present  inquiry;  and  after  introducing 
various  regulations  respecting  the  offices  of  receiver,  auditor, 
accountant,  &c.  (imposing  penalties  upon  them  for  the  breaches 
of  their  respective  duties),  the  statute  proceeds  to  enact  the  73rd 
and  74th  sections,  the  last  of  which  gives  occasion  to  the  present 
question.  The  73rd  section  directs,  that  in  all  actions  and  suits 
for  the  recovery  of  any  debts  which  shall  accrue  to  the  King  by 
reason  of  any  attainder,  outlawry,  forfeiture,  or  gift  of  the  party, 
or  by  any  other  collateral  way  or  means,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to 
declare  generally,  without,  showing  tlic  circumstances  at  huge, 
according  to  the  due  (jrder  of  the  common  law.  Then  follows 
immediately  the  much-controverted  74th  section.  The  first  branch 
of  this  clause,  introducing  the  ])roviso,  contains  a  plain  dindara- 
tion  of  th(?  King's  ])rerogativ(!  right,  under  the  common  law,  by 
which  he  was  at  all  times  entitled  to  have  his  suit  preferred,  and 
to  have  first  execution.  The  proviso  was  undoubtedly  intended  tc 
ingraft   some   qualification    oi'  restriction    upon   that  right,   or  at 
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least  to  confer  a  privilege  upon  the  subject;  and  the  question 
arises,  as  to  the  extent  of  that  restriction  or  privilege.  By  stat. 
2r>  Ed.  III.  c.  19,  the  subject  (notwithstanding  the  King's 
ancient  prerogative  of  granting  writs  of  protection)  was  empowered 
to  implead  his  debtor,  and  to  proceed  to  judgment,  with  a  stay  of 
execution  until  the  King'.^  debt  was  satisfied:  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  this  further  privilege  was  granted  by  the  74th  section  of  'So 
Hen.  VIII.  e.  39,  viz.,  that  he  should  no  longer  be  restrained 
from  proceeding  to  issue  an  execution  in  those  cases  to 
which  *  that  section  applied,  viz. ,  in  which  the  Crown  had  [*  138] 
neither  commenced  any  suit  nor  awarded  any  process  be- 
fore his  judgment  was  obtained.  The  Legislature  did  not,  I  c(m- 
ceive,  intend  to  interfere  in  any  cases  of  conflicting  or  concurrent 
executions,  but  simply  to  remove  the  restraint  continuing  upon 
the  subject  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  the  25th  ¥.d. 
III.,  and  to  permit  him  to  sue  out  execution  without  being  guilty 
of  any  violation  of  the  law,  which  before  the  stat.  33  Hen.  VIII. 
he  could  not  do.  The  section  being  silent  as  to  which  execution 
shall  be  first  satisfied,  imports  only  (according  to  my  view  of  it) 
that  the  subject's  execution  may  first  issue,  still  leaving  the  pre- 
rogative right  of  the  Crown  to  issue  an  extent  unimpaired. 

Supposing  this  to  be  the  true  construction  of  the  statute,  to 
what  suit  of  the  Crown  does  this  74th  section  extend  ?  Does  the 
proviso  or  condition  control  and  override  all  the  preceding  clauses 
in  the  Act,  or  is  it  confined  and  limited  in  its  operation  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  73rd  section  immediately  preceding  ?  This 
question  is  involved  in  some  i)bscurity.  The  collocation  of  the 
sections  would  favour  the  latter  and  more  limited  construction, 
but  the  words  in  the  74th  section  are  sufficiently  general  and  com- 
prehensive to  embrace  other  debts  than  those  designated  in  the 
73rd  section  as  accruing  to  the  King  by  "  attainder,  outlawry,  for- 
feiture, or  gift  of  the  party,  or  by  any  other  collateral  way  or 
means."  At  the  same  time,  if  the  restriction  be  construed  to 
apply  to  every  species  of  Crown  debt,  so  as  to  include  the  obliga- 
tions and  specialties  mentioned  in  the  50th  section,  it  would 
involve  the  difficulty,  nay  absurdity,  of  supposing  that  an  Act 
of  Parliament,  passed  for  the  professed  piu'pose  of  facilitating 
the  speedy  recovery  of  the  King's  debts,  by  giving  them  the 
force  and  effect  of  a  statute  staple,  would,  instead  of 
■*  expediting  their   payment,    p^ace    the   King  in  a  more   [*  139] 
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unfavourable  position  than  any  of  his  subjects.  In  every  case 
between  subject  and  subject,  the  point  of  time  to  determine  the 
l)riority  of  execution  is  not  the  moment  in  which  judgment  is 
obtained,  but  that  in  which  the  execution  is  delivered  to  the 
sheriff;  whereas  the  construction  contended  for  by  those  who 
impugn  the  preferable  title  of.  the  Crown,  would  give  to  the 
subject,  in  possession  of  a  judgment,  the  power  of  postponing 
indefinitely  the  King's  execution,  unless  there  had  been  an  incep- 
tion of  his  suit,  or  an  award  of  his  process,  before  such  judgment 
was  signed.  I  interpret  the  word  "  debts  "  in  this  section^  (taking 
it  with  reference  to  all  the  previous  provisions  of  the  statutes)  to 
mean  such  debts  as,  not  being  enrolled  of  record,  are  in  fieri  only, 
unascertained,  and  remaining  to  be  recovered  through  the  medium 
of  a  suit  to  be  commenced,  or  "  process  to  be  awarded, "  inasmuch 
as  informations  for  penalties  always  conclude  with  a  prayer  that 
process  may  be  awarded.  This  construction  would  also  embrace 
such  debts  as  are  mentioned  in  the  immediately  preceding  section; 
and  unless  the  Crown  had  in  all  such  cases  actually  commenced 
the  suit,  or  awarded  its  process,  the  subject,  having  obtained  a 
judgment,  might  proceed  to  issue  execution,  and  thereby,  in 
obedience  to  the  language  of  the  proviso,  prevent  the  King  from 
liaving  first  execution,  to  which  before  that  statute  he  was  entitled. 
I  do  not,  liowever,  read  the  clause  as  proliiliiting  the  Crown  from 
issuing  an  extent  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  this  case. 

I  come  next  to  consider  the  question,  whether,  after  seizure  ])y 
the  sheriff  under  a  fieri  facias  at  the  suit  of  a  judgment  creditor, 
the  property  in  the  goods  taken  becomes  thereby  altered,  so  as 
to  be  no  longer  liable  to  the  extent  of  the  Crow^n  ?  The  Crown 
claims  to  be  entitled  to  priority  in  the  execution  of  its 
[*  140]  *  process  by  virtue  of  its  prerogative.  The  subject  denies 
the  existence  of  any  sucli  prerogative,  asserting,  that  after 
the  execution  lias  once  begun  by  an  ac(,ual  seizure  made,  the 
Cr(Avn  has  no  longer  any  right  to  intervene,  tlie  sul)ject's  execution 
from  that  time  being  entitled  to  the  preference.  Upon  this  ques- 
tion tlic  Crown,  as  representing  the  public  in  respect  of  the  revenue, 
and  an  iiidivi(hia.l  creditor,  in  right  of  his  jtrivate  claim,  are  at 
issue.  For  tlu,"  sul)ject,  the  cases  of  Uppom  v.  Summer  and  Jiorke 
v.  Daii'rcll,  and  for  tlie  Crown,  Jlic  King  v.  Wells  and  Allnuit, 
and  Tlie  Kiiuj  v.  Sloper  and  Allen,  are  relied  upon  as  conclusive; 
and   your    Lordsliips   are   constrained    to   eh'ct  by  which   of  these 
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decisions  you  will  abide,  for  no  sophistry  of  argument  can  recon- 
cile them.  After  the  elaborate  comment  upon  these  cases,  and 
upon  all  the  authorities  applicable  to  this  subject,  and  upon  the 
principles  to  Ije  deduced  from  them,  which  your  Lordships  have 
lieard  from  those  who  have  preceded  me,  1  shall  state  shortly  the 
reasons  whicli  have  determined  me  to  prefer  the  latter  judgments 
delivered  by  the  Court  of  Exclie([uer,  as  containing  the  sounder 
exposition  of  the  law,  and  as  resting  upon  the  more  solid  founda- 
tion. Any  judgment  pronounced  by  the  Court  in  which  Lord 
Chief  Justice  De  Ckev  presided,  assisted  by  that  great  constitu- 
tional lawyer.  Sir  William  Blackstone,  by  Mr.  Justice  Gould, 
and  Mr.  Justice  Nares,  presents,  upon  the  first  view,  the  strongest 
claim  to  the  concurrence  of  any  English  lawyer ;  but  I  must  con- 
fess, after  weighing  the  reasons  assigned,  and  the  authorities  upon 
which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Uppom  v. 
Summer  professes  to  be  founded,  I  cannot  yield  my  judicial  assent 
to  it.  The  whole  argument  upon  the  stat.  33  Hen.  VIIL  as 
reported  in  2,  Sir  W.  Blackstone 's  Eeports,  is  com]irised  in 
this  single  ol)servation,  viz.,  *  that  the  former  part  of  the  [*141] 
74th  clause  is  declaratory  of  the  old  prerogative  law,  and 
the  latter  a  new  restriction,  so  that  it  shall  not  take  place  after 
judgment  given  for  the  subject.  The  authorities  on  wdiich  this 
judgment  proceeded  are  still  more  unsatisfactory.  Th.e  case  of 
Lcclnncrc  v.  Thorow;jood,  as  reported  in  Comberbach,  123,  and 
3  Mod.  236,  is  relied  on  as  the  prominent  ground  of  the  decision  ; 
which,  together  with  Attorneii-General  v.  ^indrc/rs,  Hardr.  23, 
and  the  passage  extracted  from  Lord  Chief  Baron  Comyxs'  Digest, 
Vol.  IL,  538,  viz.,  "  If  execution  be  upon  a  judgment  against  the 
King's  debtor,  and  before  venditioni  exponas  an  extent  comes  at 
the  King's  suit,  those  goods  cannot  be  taken  on  the  extent,"  are 
referred  to  as  comprehending  the  pith  and  marrow  of  the  law 
embodied  in  this  solemn  judgment.  As  to  The  Attorncji-Geaeral 
V.  Andreu-s,  Lord  Chief  Baron  Steel's  judgment  appears  to  have 
])roceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  execution,  which  was  an  eler/it, 
was  perfect  and  consummated  l)efore  the  extent  issued  :  Hardr.  27, 
he  says,  "  The  subject's  title  is  prior  to  the  King's,  and  is  exe- 
cuted."  And  he  adds,  "  Strinf/ffelloiv's  Cns'\  in  Dyer,  is  un- 
answerable. "  And  as  to  the  passage  in  Lord  Chief  Baron  Comyns' 
Digest,  Vol.  IL,  538,  I  do  not  understand  him  as  throwing  the 
preponderating  weight  of  his  own  great  name  into  the  scale  to 
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guarantee  the  credit  of  any  decision  where  he  cites  cases  to  sup- 
port it.  Upon  the  authority,  therefore,  of  the  single  case  of 
Lechmeix  v.  Tlioruivgood,  admitted  ];)y  ]\Ir.  Justice  Gould  to  l)e  a 
little  obscure,  from  being  reported  onl}'  piecemeal  and  in  different 
books,  is  built  the  disputaljle,  or,  I  would  rather  say,  the  unten- 
able proposition,  that  after  execution  begun,  but   not  completed, 

the  King's  extent  comes  too  late.  I  have  examined  with 
[*  142J   care   the   several  reports  of   this   case  in  *  Comb.    123,   /> 

Mod.  2:;6,  1  Show.  12,  and  2  Vent.  160,  from  which  it 
will  appear,  that  the  action  was  trespass  by  the  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt  against  the  sheriff  of  London  and  others,  for  seizing 
goods  under  a  fieri  facias  against  the  bankrupt  after  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  committed  by  him.  The  act  of  bankruptcy  was  com- 
mitted on  the  18th  of  April ;  the  seizure  was  on  the  29th.  After 
the  seizure,  an  extent  issued  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown.  The  case 
was  twice  before  the  Court,  once  in  Trinity  Term,  4  Jac.  II.,  of 
which  3  Mod.  gives  the  account;  and  again  1  W.  &M. ,  to  which 
Comberbach  and  Shower  refer :  "  The  Court  were  of  opinion  a  con- 
struction should  not  be  made  to  make  the  officer  a  trespasser  by 
relation,  for  the  taking  was  lawful  at  the  time. "  The  question, 
therefore,  as  to  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  have  the  extent  preferred 
to  the  execution,  was  not  the  point  depending  in  judgment;  and 
supposing  Lord  Holt  to  have  said  what  Comberbach  imputes  to 
him,  viz. ,  that  the  extent  came  too  late  after  the  fieri  facias 
delivered  to  the  sheriff",  it  could  be  regarded  only  as  an  obiter  and 
extra-judicial  dirt  urn.  When  the  same  question  arose  in  liOJ-kr 
V.  Dayrcll,  as  in  Uppom  v.  Summrr,  Lord  Kenyox,  after  express- 
ing his  perfect  satisfaction  with  that  decision,  relied  upon  this 
proposition  as  tlie  basis  of  his  judgment,  viz.,  that  as  long  as  the 
property  of  the  debtor  remained  unaltered,  and  an  execution  at 
the  suit  of  the  subject,  and  an  extent  at  the  King's  suit,  issue 
against  tlie  debtor,  the  title  of  the  Crown  must  ])revail ;  for  the 
point  to  be  considered  is,  in  whom  is  the  pro[)erty  ?  He  then  pro- 
ceeds to  state,  that  as  the  property  of  the  deljtor's  goods  is  bound 
by  the  delivery  of   the  writ  to  the   slieriff",   there    then  remains 

no  ])i()pL'rty  in  the  debtor  on  which  the  ])rerogative  of  the 
[*  14.")]   Crown  can  attach.     With  great  deference  to  the  *  jiidgment 

of  so  profound  a  lawyer,  I  venture  to  (piestion  the  sound- 
ness of  tliis  ojiinion,  ]irei'erring  the  doctrine  of  Lord  Hard- 
wrcKK,  in    Lotvthal  v.    Tomkins,    2   Ya{.  Cas.   Abr.  382,  who  says, 
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"  that  neither  before  the  Statute  of  Fraud.s,  nor  since,  is  the  prop- 
erty in  the  goods  altered,  but  continues  in  the  defendant  until  the 
execution  executed.  The  meaning  of  these  words,  the  goods  shall 
be  bound  by  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheritt",  is,  that  after 
the  writ  is  so  delivered,  if  the  defendant  makes  an  assignment  of 
his  goods,  unless  in  market  overt,  the  sherifi'  may  take  them  in 
execution."  The  same  opinion  was  expressed  l)y  Lord  Holt  in 
S/Jifdlcovih  V.  Cross  and  anotlier,  1  Lord  llaym.  251,  who  says,  "  If 
writ  of  execution  be  delivered  to  the  sheriff  against  A.,  and  A. 
becomes  a  bankrupt  before  it  be  executed,  the  execution  is  super- 
seded; and,  consequently,  the  property  in  the  goods  is  not  abso- 
lutely Ixiund  by  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sherifl'.  But  the 
ti'stc  of  the  writ  l)inds  against  all  sales  and  arts  of  the  partv  him- 
S3lf. "  The  same  point  was  decided  in  Plrillips  v.  Thoiiip-Min, 
o  Lev.  191.  Lord  Kenyox,  in  the  judgment  I  am  commenting 
upon,  says,  "  The  point  to  be  considered  is,  In  whom  is  the  prop- 
erty ?  "  I  would  try  it  by  that  test.  If  the  property  be  not  in 
the  debtor  after  the  seizure,  and  before  the  sale,  I  would  ask,  in 
whom  is  it  ?  The  debtor  may,  at  any  moment  before  the  sale,  pay 
the  debt  and  demand  the  goods ;  nor  is  any  l)ill  of  sale  necessary 
to  retransfer  the  property  in  order  to  confirm  his  title.  Suppose 
the  goods,  wdiilst  remaining  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff,  to  be 
consumed  by  lightning  or  destroyed  by  fire,  or  by  an  armed  tu- 
multuary force,  would  the  execution  be  satisfied  or  the  debt  dis- 
charged ?  surely  not.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  in  Thurston  v.  Mills,  16  East,  2ri4,  furnishes  a 
direct  *  authority  on  this  point.  Goods  weie  taken  in  [*  144] 
execution  by  the  sheriff  under  a /?.  /<(.,  and  whilst  remain- 
ing unsold,  an  extent  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  of  a  subsequent 
ieste,  issued,  under  which  the  sheriff  took  them,  subject  to  the 
former  seizure,  and  afterwards  sold  them  under  a,  venditioni  exponas 
from  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  Money  had  and  received  was 
lu'ought  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  original  action  against  the  sheriff 
for  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  delivering 
his  judgment,  observes,  "  Neither  the  money  nor  the  goods  were 
originally,  nor  at  the  time  of  tlie  action  brought,  the  propertv  of 
the  plaintiff.  "  The  sheriff  had  indeed  seized  them  under  a  Jicri 
facias,  but  the  plaintiff  acquired  no  property  in  them  by  the 
sheriff's  seizure.  If  they  had  been  burnt  in  the  hands  of  the 
sheriff,  the  plaintiff  would  not  have  borne  the  loss.      Lord  Kexvox 
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concludes  his  judgment  in  Rorke  v.  Dayrcll,  in  these  words  :  "  With 
respect  to  Avhat  is  supposed  to  have  been  said  by  Lord  Mansfield, 
in  Cooper  v.  Chitti/,  of  Comberbach  having  mistaken  Lord  Holt's 
opinion  in  Lcchnmrc  v.  Thoroiugood,  it  is  as  probable  that  the 
report  of  that  observation  is  mistaken. "  If  Lord  Kenyon,  before 
he  delivered  his  judgment  in  liorlx  v.  Dayrell,  had  fortunately 
referred  to  his  own  note  of  Cooper  v.  Cliitty,  which  has  since  been 
published  by  Mr.  Hannier,  from  his  Lordship's  original  manu- 
script, instead  of  impeaching,  he  must  have  borne  testimony  to 
the  accuracy  of  Sir  James  Burrow's  report  of  Lord  Mansfield's 
judgment  in  that  particular.  The  notes  of  Lord  Kenyon  and  of 
Sir  J.  Burrow  on  this  point  are  in  such  perfect  harmony,  that 
the  one  may  be  considered  a  fac-simile  of  the  other,  and  I  will 
transcribe  them.      Lord  Mansfield  is  reported  by  Sir  J.  Burrow 

to  have  said  "  that  Comberbach,  in  giving  the  judgment 
[*  145]    of   the  Court,   which  is  the  only   *  sensible  part  of   his 

whole  report  (for  it  is  plain  to  me  that  he  did  not  under- 
stand the  former  argument  on  the  former  day,  which  is  the  first 
part  of  his  report  of  the  case),  agrees  with  Shower,  and  says  'that 
the  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  a  construction  should  not  be  made 
to  make  the  officer  a  trespasser  by  relation,  for  the  taking  was 
lawful  at  the  time  ;  '  but  he  must  be  mistaken  in  the  first  part  of 
his  report,  for  Lord  Chief  Justice  Holt  could  never  say,  that  the 
property  of  the  goods  is  vested  by  the  delivery  of  the/,  fa.,  and 
the  extent  of  the  King  afterwards  comes  too  late.  No  inception 
of  an  execution  can  Ijar  the  Crow^n. "  The  following  passage  i.s 
extracted  from  Lord  Kenyon 's  report  of  Cooper  v.  ChitUj,  as 
publi-shed  by  Mr.  Hanmer,  p.  422  :  "  This  case  of  Leclvmere  v. 
Tlioroivgood  is  reported  in  two  other  books :  in  Comberbach,  123, 
tlie  latter  part  of  the  case  is  agreeable  to  that  of  Shower,  that  a 
construction  should  not  be  made  to  make  the  officer  a  tres])asser 
l)y  relatif)!!.  As  to  the  other  part  of  the  report,  it  is  manifest  to 
me  that  he  did  not  undtirstand  what  they  wore  arguing  alxuit,  for 
lie  makes  Lord  Holt  say,  what  he  could  never  say,  aliout  barring 
tlu;  extent  of  the  Crown.  In  15  Mod.  it  is  as  plain  that  the  reporter 
misunderstood  wliat  passed,  for  he  says,  that  the  extent  came 
too  late,  and  that  the  property  was  bound  by  the  ,//.  fa.,  thougli 
the  contrary  is  vc^ry  clear."  The  inference  I  draw  from  all  the 
authorities  u[)on  the  subject,  whether  the  question  be  considered 
with   regard   to  executions  on  statute  staple,  or  to  executions  at 
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coiiiinou  law  l)y  Ji.  fa.  or  elegit,  i.s  this,  namely,  that  the  e.xtent 
of  the  Crown  niu.st  be  preferred  if  the  e.\;ecution  be  not  perfectly 
e.Kecuted  by  the  delivery  of  the  land  to  the  creditor,  or 
*  by  the  sale  of  tlie  goods;  that  the  inception  of  the  exe-  [*  14b] 
cution  by  the  bare  seiznre  of  the  goods  will  not  bar  the 
Crown;  that  the  e.xecution  must  be  no  longer  in  progress  but  com- 
pleted; and  that  until  the  actual  sale  the  property  is  not  altered 
or  divested  from  the  original  owner.  Mr.  liaron  Wood,  in  the 
elaborate  judgment  delivered  l)y  him  in  the  Court  below,  and 
reported  in  8  Price,  :-)14,  seems,  throughout  his  most  able  argu- 
ment, to  admit,  that  in  order  to  exclude  the  process  of  the  Crown, 
the  execution  of  the  subject  must  be  executed.  But  he  insists 
that  the  act  of  seizure  by  the  sheriff  is  for  that  purpose  a  full  and 
final  execution.  But  neither  the  cases  he  cites,  nor  his  reasoning 
to  illustrate  that  position,  have  succeeded  in  making  me  a  convert 
to  his  opinion.  Citrzon's  Case,  o  Leon.  239,  4  il).  10,  cited  by 
tliat  learned  Judge,  to  show  that  the  prerogative  of  preference  is 
determined  when  the  subject's  final  execution  has  begun,  proves, 
on  the  contrary,  as  it  appears  to  my  mind,  that  it  is  not  deter- 
mined until  the  subject's  execution  was  perfect  and  consummated 
by  the  delivery  of  tlie  land  to  the  creditor  under  the  UheraJe.  The 
only  })oint  remaining  to  Ije  considered,  namely,  whether  the  sheriff' 
acquired  by  the  seizure  such  a  special  property  in  the  goods  as  to 
defeat  the  process  of  the  Crown,  lias  been  so  fully  discussed  by  my 
learned  brothers  who  have  preceded  me,  and  to  whose  judgment  I 
take  leave  to  refer  (more  especially  to  my  Brother  Aldeksox's)  as 
illustrating  my  view  and  incorporating  my  opinion  on  that  sub- 
ject, that  I  willingly  spare  your  Lordships  the  fatigue  of  attending 
to  my  examination  of  it  in  detail.  That  the  sheriff  is  invested 
with  power,  as  the  ministerial  officer  of  the  law,  to  protect  the 
property  whilst  remaining  in  his  custody,  for  the  benetit 
of  those  who  may  be  entitletl  to  it,  *  cannot  be  disputed.  [*  147] 
Against  a  wrong-doer,  he  may  nuiintain  trover  or  trespass  ; 
but  from  thence  I  apprehend  wo  inference  can  be  diawn  unfavour- 
able to  the  rights  of  the  Crown.  He  may  still  be  called  u})on 
to  execute  His  Majesty's  process  of  extent,  subject  to  any  legiti- 
mate claim  of  property  in  third  persons  previously  existing  and 
capable  of  being  established.  My  Brother  AldePvSOX  has  accurately 
defined  the  state  and  condition  of  such  property  as  lieing  in  eicstodia 
legis.      I  will  therefore  dismiss  this  last  head  of  inquiry  with  an 
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observation  of  Lord  Hobakt's,  extracted  from  his  judgment  in 
Sheffield  v.  IladcUffe,  Hob.  o39,  when  commenting  upon  Strinrje- 
fellow's  Case,  1  Dyer,  67,  so  often  referred  to.  The  passage  is  in 
these  words :  "  StringefeHow  sued  an  extent  upon  statute  staple 
against  Erownsoppe.  The  sheriti'  of  Bedfordshire  extended  the 
land  and  appraised  the  goods,  and  seized  them  into  the  King's 
hands,  but  before  liheratc  an  Exchequer  writ  for  a  debt  of  £100  of 
the  King's,  to  be  levied  upon  Erownsoppe,  came  to  the  sheriff,  who 
returned  on  the  writ  this  s})ecial  matter  into  the  Exchequer,  and  he 
made  the  same  return  into  tlie  Chancery  upon  the  liberate,  and  that 
there  were  no  other  goods  ;  yet  he  was  enforced,  notwitlistanding  the 
custody  of  the  law,  to  serve  the  King. "  For  these  reasons,  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  the  King's  extent  is  entitled  of  right  to  be  pre- 
ferred to  the  subject's  execution,  and  that  there  is  no  solid  distinc- 
tion to  be  made  between  an  extent  in  chief  and  an  extent  in  aid. 

I  fear  that  I  have  rendered  myself  obnoxious  to  the  imputation 
of  trespassing  too  largely  u})on  your  Lordships'  valuable  time. 
My  apology  for  doing   so   may  l)e   found   in   the   importance   and 

difticulty  of  tlie  subject,  which  has  for  so  many  years 
[*  148]    been  ccmsidered  in  *  Westminster  Hall  as  rrxata  qiiccslio, 

distracting  and  dividing  the  o])inions  of  the  most  enlight- 
ened Judges.  If  the  judgment  which  I  have  humbly  submitted  to 
your  Lordships  be  deemed  erroneous,  I  shall  at  least  have  the  con- 
solation of  reflecting  that  I  am  under  the  shade  of  great  authority, 
"  Magno  se  judice  quisque  tuetiir. " 

]\lr.  Justice  CUselee  dissented,  1)eing  of  opinion  —  on  the 
authority  (anu)ngst  others)  of  Lcehmere  v.  Thorowyood  (Comberbach, 
12?)),  and  Clerl  v.  irif/irrs,  2  Lord  Eaym.  1075  — (1)  that  by  the 
seizure  under  the  ,//.  J'a.  tlie  ])roperty  —  at  least  a  special  property 
—  ill  tlic  goods  vested  in  the  sberiff;  (2)  that  this  special  prop- 
erty ])revailed  against  the  Crown,  as  it  had  been  decided  (and  was 
not  (leiii(Ml)  that  the  right  of  an  (Mpiital)le  mortgage  (Caspcrd  v. 
Atlonirii-arneral  1819,  H  J'rice,  411,  Dani.'ll,  2:mS,  20  E.  \l.  (571), 
or  of  a  factoi-  having  a  s]iecial  property  in  security  of  advances 
(/.'.  v.  Lrr,  1819,  0  Eiict',  :)C)9,  20  E.  E.  664),  or  of  a  wharfinger 
having  a  lieii   on  goods  for  liis  general  balance  (JL  v.   Humphreij, 

1  M'Cl.  \-  V.  17:')),  would  jnevail.  Further,  he  was  of 
[1.^)7]     oi)inion  that  the  stat.  .'!.".  Hen.   VIM.  c  ?.9,  s.  74,  abridges 

the  ])re7'ogative  prof.'ess  of  tbe  Crown,  and  prevents  it 
from   lakinu  effect   in   this  case,  Ihc   King's  suit   not  having  been 
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taken  or  commenced,  or  process  awarded  at  his  suit  before 

*  judgment  on  the  Ji.  fa.    For  this  he  cited  Attoraeij-Ocncrid    [*  15S] 

V.  Andrcivs,  Hardr.  23  ;   Upiynn  v.  Suninier,  2  Blackst.  1251, 

1294;  Pi.   V.   iJiel'iiison,   I'arker,   262;  and  Rorkc  v.  DaijrcU,  4  T. 

K.  402. 

Mr.  Justice  Littledale  was  also  of  opinion  that  the  writ  of 
extent,  in  this  case,  ought  not  to  be  executed  by  the  sheriff  by 
extending  and  seizing  the  goods  into  the  King's  hands  and  selliiig 
them  to  satisfy  the  King's  debt.  Besides  arguments  founded  (ju 
the  same  class  of  authorities  with  those  relied  on  by  Mr.  Justice 
Gaselee,  he  argued  from  the  cases  decided  on  the  bankrupt  laws, 
particularly  the  statute  of  Jac.  I.  c.  19,  s.  9,  under  which  it  has 
become  settled  law  that  where  a  creditor  has  obtained  judgment 
and  sued  out  a  fieri  facias,  and  a  seizure  has  been  made  under  it, 
that  is  "  execution  executed  "  within  the  statute,  to  the  effect  that 
the  execution  creditor  obtains  priority  over  the  creditor  coming- 
in  under  the  commission. 

Mr.  Baron  Bayley,  after  commenting  on  the  authoii- 
ties,  concluded  as  follows:  I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  the  [199] 
sheriff  seizes  goods  under  i,.  fieri  facias  at  the  suit  of  a  sub- 
ject, and  if,  while  the  goods  he  .seized  remain  in  his  hands,  an 
extent  issues  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  those  goods  are  liable  to 
the  Crown's  extent.  Upon  the  second  question,  "  Does  it  make 
any  difference  whether  the  writ  of  extent  was  in  chief  or  in  aid  ?  " 
I  am  of  opinion,  it  does  not.  The  Attoraey-Oencral  v.  Capcl  (2 
Show.  4S1)  was  an  extent  in  aid. 

Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal.  The  questions  proposed  by  your 
Lordships  have  been  so  often  adverted  to  by  the  learned  Judges 
who  have  preceded  me  in  delivering  their  opinions,  that  it  is 
altogether  unnecessary  to  refer  to  them.  I  shall  cimteut  myself 
therefore  with  saying  that,  upon  the  first  question  proposed 
by  .your  Lordships,  I  agree  in  opinion  with  the  *  majority  [*  200] 
of  the  Judges,  that  the  extent  in  aid,  tested  and  delivered 
to  the  sheriff'  after  the  seizure  by  the  sheriff  under  the^.  fa.,  but 
before  the  sale  under  such  writ,  is,  by  law,  to  be  first  executed  by 
the  sheriff,  without  regard  to  the  writ  of  _^.  fa. 

It  appears  to  me,  my  Lords,  that  the  whole  question  depends 
upon  the  determination  of  two  points,  and  two  points  only :  first, 
wliether  the  property  of  the  Crown  debtor  is  altered  by  the  seizure 
of   the   sheriff  under   the  fi.  fa.;  and,    secondly,    supposing   such 
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property  to  remain  unaltered,  whether  the  statute  o'S  Hen.  YIII. 
applies  to  the  present  case,  by  restraining  that  which  before  the 
statute  was  tlie  undisputed  prerogative  of  the  Crown,  namely,  the 
preference  of  the  Crown  where  the  execution  of  the  Crown  comes 
in  competition  with  that  of  the  subject;  for  if  the  property  in  the 
goods  sei>;ed  under  the  Ji.  fa.  remains  still  in  the  debtor  unaltered 
liy  such  seizure,  then  the  execution  of  the  su1)ject's  writ  is  begun 
only,  not  completed,  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  the  Crown  process ; 
both  the  writs  are  then  in  conflict  and  competition  together,  and 
the  goods  of  the  subject  are  then  within  the  exigency  of  the  writ 
of  extent,  which  calls  upon  the  slierih'  "  to  take  and  seize  into  the 
King's  hands  all  the  goods  and  chattels  which  the  defendant  then 
has  (that  is,  at  the  time  of  the  fcstc  and  issuing  of  the  extent),  to 
satisfy  the  King's  debt,"  unless,  indeed,  the  statute  of  Henry  VIII. 
has  interposed  a  restriction  applicable  to  the  present  case. 

That  the  determination  of  these  two  points  does  in  fact  involve 
the  whole  of  the  present  inquiry,  appears  from  this,  that  the  only 
two  direct  authorities  for  the  preference  of  the  subject's  execution 
are  grounded  on  those  two  points  alone :  the  case  of  Uj^pohi  v. 
SvmiiH'.r  resting  on  the  application  of  the  statute  33  Hen. 
[*  201]  VIII.,  *  and  the  case  of  liorle  v.  Dui/rcU  lieing  decided 
l)y  Lord  Kenyon'  on  the  alteration  of  the  property  in  the 
goods,  and  by  the  other  thi'ee  Judges  on  the  authority  of  the 
above-mentioned  statute.  And,  upon  the  first  of  these  points,  it 
appears  t(»  me  tliat  tlie  property  in  tlie  goods  seized  under  tlu^y/. 
fa.  is  not  in  any  manner  altered  by  the  seizure,  l)ut  that  it  still 
continues  in  the  dt^litoi'  until  the  actual  tiaiisfcr  tliereof  l)y  the 
sheriff's  sale  under  the  writ  to  ;i  stranger.  If  the  property  is 
changed  by  the  seizure,  it  must  be  transferred  either  to  the  judg- 
luciit  creditor  or  to  the  sherilV:  l>ut  tliere  are  no  woids  in  the  writ 
to  give  it  to  either.  The  sherifC  is  directed  by  the  writ  of  Ji.  fa. 
"  to  (;ause  to  be  made  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant 
Ih"  dflit  or  damages  recovered  by  tlie  plaiutilT; ''  ^i'  this  respect 
the  binguag(!  of  tlie  //.  /'".  differing  from  that  of  the  tlct/it,  by 
which  lu'  is  directed  "  to  delivi-r  to  tlie  jilaintiff  all  the  chattels 
of  tli(!  delitor,  and  a  moiety  of  the  land,  until  the  debt  be  levied.  " 
So  far,  indeed,  is  the  property  in  the  goods  from  being  transferred 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit,  that  the  sheriff  cannot  deliver  the 
goods  to  the  jihiintiff  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt.  TlKnn^on  v.  Clcrh 
(Cro.    Kliz.    004).      Again,    it    tin'   (lef(;ndant    in    the   action,    after 
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seizure  of  his  goods  under  the  ,^.  fa.,  pay  the  debt  to  the  sheriff, 
lie  retains  his  goods,  and  is  discharged  from  his  execution;  and 
any  furtlier  remedy  of  the  phiiiitiff  is  against  the  sheriff  only; 
Cyo.  Eliz.  209.  ]>nt  if  the  property  in  the  goods  had  been  altered, 
if  it  had  vested  either  in  the  plaintiff'  himself  or  the  sheriff,  or 
had  become  an  actual  pledge  or  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
debt,  it  is  difficult  to  see  upon  what  princiide  the  defendant  should 
hold  his  goods  again  discharged  of  the  debt,  before  actual  payment 
thereof  has  been  made  to  the  plaintiff.  Again,  if  the 
goods,  after  seizure  under  the  *\vrit,  but  before  sale,  are  [*  202] 
destroyed  by  any  unavoidable  means  without  the  sheriff"s 
default,  the  loss  does  not  fall  either  upon  the  plaintiff  or  upon  the 
sheriff,  but  upon  the  debtor,  on  wliose  goods  a  second  levy  may 
be  made ;  Hob.  Rep.  60:  but  if  the  property  in  the  goods  had 
been  altered  l)y  the  seizure,  why  is  not  the  loss  to  fall  upon  the 
party  whose  property  they  have  become,  as  undoubtedly,  after 
the  sale,  the  loss  would  be  that  of  the  purchaser.  Again,  if  the 
sheriff,  having  received  two  writs  of  Ji.  fa.,  sell  under  that  which 
is  last  delivered  to  him,  although  he  make  himself  liable  to  the 
})laintifl'  who  delivered  the  first  writ,  the  pr(_)perty  of  the  goods  is 
bound  by  the  sale  under  the  second  writ,  and  the  party  cannot  sell 
them  by  virtue  of  his  execution  first  delivered,  Smallcornh  v. 
Cross  (1  Ld.  Eaym.  252) :  and  yet,  if  the  property  was  altered  by 
the  delivery  of  the  first  writ  to  the  sheriff,  upon  what  principle 
can  the  sale  under  the  second  convey  the  property  to  a  stranger. 
The  case  of  Hutchinson  v.  Johnston  (1  T.  R.  729)  decides  the 
converse  of  this  last  proposition,  viz. ,  that  if  the  sheriff'  seizes 
under  the  writ  last  delivered  to  him,  but  before  sale  discovers  that 
another  writ  has  been  delivered  to  him  at  an  earlier  time,  and 
sells  under  the  writ  first  delivered,  and  satisfies  the  debt  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  earlier  writ,  he  is  justified  in  so  doing,  though  if 
he  had  sold  under  the  second  writ  he  could  not  have  done  so. 
Tliese  two  authorities  seem  decisive  that  it  is  the  sale,  not  the 
seizure,  which  alters  the  property.  Tt  has,  however,  been  argued, 
that  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  by  which  the  property  in  the 
goods  is  bound  by  the  award  of  the  writ  of  execution,  altered 
as  it  has  since  been  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  so  as  to  become 
bound  only  by  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff,  implies 
that  the  property  is  divested  out  of  the  debtor  by  such 
*  delivery  of  the  writ.      But  the  meaning  of  those  words    [*  20.">] 
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have  been  explained  and  defined  by  various  decisions.  It  will 
be  sufficient  to  cite  the  case  of  Payne  v.  Drevje  (4  East,  523),  in 
which  all  the  former  cases  are  considered,  and  in  which  Lord" 
Ellexbokouc.h,  C.  J.,  lays  down  the  rule  to  be,  that  "  the  goods 
are  bound  by  tlie  delivery  of  the  writ  tu  the  sheriff  as  against  the 
party  himself,  and  all  claiming  by  assignment  from  or  representa- 
tion through  or  under  him. "  In  this  sense,  and  to  this  extent, 
therefore,  may  the  goods  of  the  defendant  be  bound  by  the  delivery 
of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff,  without  the  consequence  contended  for, 
that  the  property  of  the  goods  is  in  any  manner  altered  therel)y. 
It  lias  further  been  contended,  that  as  the  sheriff  may  main- 
tain an  action  of  trespass  or  trover  against  any  wrong-doer  for 
taking  goods  which  he  has  seized,  it  therefore  follows,  that  he, 
and  not  the  defendant,  has  the  property  in  the  goods  so  seized. 
J)Ut  to  this  argument  it  appears  sufficient  to  answer,  that  any 
})erson  who  has  the  legal  possession  f)f  goods,  though  not  the 
}iroperty,  may  maintain  this  action  against  a  wrong-doer,  for  a 
mere  wrong-doer  cannot  dispute  the  title  of  the  party  who  is  in 
the  possession  of  the  goods  with  any  colour  of  legal  title.  The 
sheriff,  no  doubt,  has  the  legal  custody  and  possession  of  the  goods 
after  seizure,  he  has  a  special  property  in  them  for  that  purpose, 
for  the  law  lias  directed  him  to  seize  and  make  sale  thereof.  But 
this  affords  no  argument  that  the  absolute  property  in  the  goods 
is  altered  and  divested  from  the  defendant,  for  the  very  same  action 
is  maintainable  by  the  finder  of  goods  against  the  person  who 
wrongfully  takes  them  from  him,  or  l)y  the  carrier  of  goods  for 
hire,  or  by  ])ailee  of  goods,  against  a  trespasser;  and   yet   in  the 

three  cases  last  ])ut,  the  absolute  property  is  not  divested 
[*  204]   from,  l)ut   still    remains,  *  in  the  true   owner.      Ihit  it  is 

argued  at  the  bar,  and  that  appears  to  be  the  main  ground 
of  argument,  tliat  the  sheriff  having  such  s])ecial  propeity,  the 
extent  can  only  take  the  goods  of  the  delitor  subjerl  to  such  special 
property,  just  as  goods  in  pawn  can  only  be  taken  subject  to  the 
pledge,  and  lands  mortgaged  can  only  be  taken  subject  to  the 
claims,  both  legal  and  equitable,  of  the  mortgagee.  In  those  cases 
however,  the  property  has  actually  been  altered  by  the  act  of  the 
de])tor  himself,  under  an  express  contract  made  between  himself 
and  the  otlier  party,  for  the  benefit  of  such  other  contracting  party. 
It  is  a  contract  complete  and  consummate  before  the  seizure  under 
the  extent.      It   is  alienation  of  the  property,  which  amounts,  ino 
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tanto,  to  a  .sale.  As  therefore  the  Crown  proce.ss  could  not  .seize 
upon  property  actually  parted  with  and  sold,  .so  neither  can  it 
.seize  property  so  partially  sold,  except  suhject  to  the  rights  of 
the  partial  ])urchaser.  lUit  in  the  case  untler  considerati(jn,  no 
property  has  heen  parted  with  hy  the  Crown  debtor  under  any 
contract  previously  made ;  the  goods  are  not  sold ;  they  are  only 
iu  the  way  to  be  sold.  It  would  be  a  better  detinititju  of  the 
{sheriff's  relation  to  these  goods,  to  say  he  has  them  iu  his  custody 
under  a  power  to  sell  them,  than  any  actual  interest  or  property 
iu  them.  His  situation,  indeed,  cannot  be  better  defined  than  by 
saying  the  goods  are  i)i  custudia  leyis,  a  phrase  which  plainly  dis- 
tinguishes a  mere  custody  and  guardianship  in  the  goods  from  a 
change  in  the  property.  So  far,  therefore,  as  a  special  property 
in  the  goods  is  necessarv  for  their  safe  custodv  aaainst  wrong- 
<,U)ers,  and  to  render'tlie  execution  of  his  public  duty  useful  to  the 
judgment  creditor,  so  far  he  may  be  said  to  have  the  }>roperty  ;  but 
beyond  this,  and  as  against  the  rights  of  adverse  claimants, 
there  is  no  autli.-jrity  that  he  has  any  *  property  at  all.  [*  205] 
The  only  question  can  lie,  Has  the  property  passed  from 
the  debtor  to  any  other  person  ? 

It  has  been  further  contended,  that  the  decisions  which  have 
taken  place  under  the  statute  21  Jac.  c.  29,  s.  9,  are  an  authority 
to  show  that  the  execution  is  executed  upon  the  mere  act  of  seizure 
by  the  sherif!',  and  that  tlie  subsequent  sale  is  no  more  than  a 
formal  completion  of  the  execution.  J>y  that  statute  it  is  enacted, 
"  that  the  creditors  who  have  security  for  their  debts,  whether  by 
judgment,  statute,  &c. ,  whereof  there  is  no  execution,  or  extent 
served  and  executed,  upon  the  lands  and  tenements,  goods  and 
chattels,  of  the  bankrupt,  shall  come  in  ratal dy  witli  the  other 
creditors."  And  it  must  lie  admitted,  that  under  that  statute 
various  decisions  have  determined,  that  if  tlie  sheriff  has  once 
entered  and  seized,  a  subsequent  act  of  bankruptcy  before  sale 
comes  too  late  to  vest  the  property  in  the  a.ssignees.  It  is  con- 
tended, therefore,  tliat  by  the  .seizure  of  tlie  sheriff  the  execution 
is  executed.  And  undoubtedly  for  the  objects  and  pui-poses  of 
that  statute,  the  seizure  must  be  taken  to  lie  a  complete  execu- 
tion of  that  writ.  That  statute  was  passed  before  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  at  a  time  wlien  the  property  in  the  goods  was  Itound  as 
against  the  bankrupt  himself,  and  all  claiming  under  him,  by  the 
mere  suing   out  and  teste  of  execution.      In  order,   therefore,   to 
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obviate  the  manifest  inconvenience  which  would  result  if  plain- 
tiffs were  to  lie  hv  and  conceal  their  writs,  and  afterwards  brin<'- 
them  forward  when  the  effects  of  the  bankrupt  had  been  disposed 
of  by  the  assignees  under  the  commission,  by  which  means  they 
would  give  a  false  credit  to  the  trader,  which  it  is  the  direct 
object  of  the  11th  section  of  that  statute  to  prevent,  that  statute 

did,  for  that  purpose,  compel  the  plaintiff  to  put  his  writ 
[*  20H]    into  immediate  operation,  by  making   the  *  seizure  under 

the  writ  the  utmost  limit  of  any  preference  which  he 
could  give.  But  this  affords  no  argument  for  the  general  posi- 
tion, that  the  seizure  of  tlie  goods,  and  not  the  sale,  does  gen- 
erally, and  in  all  cases  and  for  all  purposes,  alter  the  property. 
It  was  a  }>articidar  provision  jnade  to  obviate  a  particular  incon- 
venience. It  has  further  been  contended,  that  the  seizure  under 
the  writ  is  the  completion  of  the  execution,  ■because  it  has  been 
held  that  an  execution  is  an  entire  thing,  and  cannot  be  superseded 
after  it  has  once  begun,  aiid  therefore,  if  a  writ  of  error  is  allowed 
after  seizure,  but  before  sale,  it  is  no  siqjerscdecu^;  of  the  execution, 
luit  the  sheriff  must,  notwithstanding,  sell  the  goods  levied  under 
the  execution,  and  return  the  money  into  Court  to  abide  the  event 
of  the  writ  of  error.  Meritoa  v.  Stevens  (Willes,  271).  It  seems, 
liowever,  to  me,  that  this  rule  of  practice  in  the  Courts  affords  no 
grounds  for  such  conclusion.  In  some  of  the  old  cases  the  Judges 
ap])ear  to  have  doubted  whether  the  defendant  should  not  have 
liis  uoods  aoain  when  the  writ  of  error  was  allowed  after  seizure, 
lint  before  sale,  and  the  reason  assigned  for  the  affirmative  of  tliat 
])rop()sition  was,  "  for  that  before  sale  the  property  remains  in  the 
defendant."  Shrl ton's  Case  (Dyer,  67,  b.  in  margin).  But  in 
later  cases,  the  Courts  have  thouglit  it  a  better  exercise  of  discre- 
tion to  allow  the  money  to  ]»o  made  under  the  writ,  and  brought 
into  Court,  to  abide  tlie  event  of  the  writ  of  error.  In  this  case 
it  is  to  lie  (tl)served,  the  suing  of  the  writ  of  error  is  the  act  of  the 
defendant  himself,  and  tlu;  object  is  to  dejuive  tlie  ])laintiff  of  the 
fruits  of  his  execution,  and  it  is  the  laches  of  the  defendant  him- 
self tliat  he  did  not  lu'ing  his  writ  of  error  before  the  seizure,  cir- 
cumstances whicli  nuxke  a  manifest  distinction  between  tliis  case 

and  that  of  ])ersons  who  claim  under  any  conllicting  rights. 
['*207|        *Thiit    tlie  actual  sale  of  jjiojierty  seized  under  the  wi'it 

issued  ;it  thesuitof  the  subject  forms  tlie  di  viding  line, 
so  that  where    the   sale    is   c(»iii)ilete    before   the   awarding   of   tlie 
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Ciowu  process  the  property  is  protected  therefrom,  but  where  it 
is  nut  cuuipletad,  the  property  may  be  seized  thereunder,  appears 
from  FleetioootVs  Case,  where  the  sale  of  a  lease  beion<j[iii;i;  to  a 
Crown  debtor,  bond  fide,  and  without  covin,  before  the  award  of 
'execution  for  the  King's  debt,  which  is  analog<nis  to  the  teate  of 
the  writ  of  extent,  was  held  to  be  good  against  the  Crown,  and 
that  the  Crown  could  not  take  it  in  executicm.  S  Co.  IJep.  I7J, 
2  EjII.  Abr.  153.  In  this  case  no  argument  is  ottered  that  the 
seizure  alters  the  property;  the  whole  argument,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  C  )urt,  rests  on  the  fact  of  the  actual  sale.  l>at  independ- 
ently of  any  argument  upon  principle,  a  very  long  series  of  cases, 
from  the  earliest  time  down  to  the  present,  with  the  exception  of 
t'.i3  two  cases  only  which  have  been  so  often  referred  to,  viz. , 
Uppjin  V.  Summer  and  Rorkc  v.  Bayrell,  establish  the  position, 
thit  if  the  subject  seizes  his  debtor's  property,  either  under  a  writ 
of  execution,  a  distress,  or  any  other  mode  which  the  law  allows 
f  jr  the  satisfaction  of  a  debt  or  demand,  and  an  extent  issues  at 
tlie  suit  of  the  Crown  while  the  goods  renuiin  in  specie,  and  before 
anything  is  done  to  change  the  ownership,  it  is  part  of  the  prerog- 
ative of  the  Crown  to  treat  this  seizure  as  a  nullity,  and  to  pro- 
ceed to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Crown  debt  out  of  the  goods  so 
seized.  The  first  authority  is  Stnngefelloivs  Case  (3  Ed.  VI.), 
the  more  valuable  because  it  took  place  but  little  more  than  six 
years  after  the  passing  of  the  statute  33  Hen.  VIII.,  at  a  time, 
consequently,  when  the  object  and  intent  of  that  statute,  and  the 
meaning  of  its  provisions,  must  have  been  familiar  to  all  the 
Judges  who  were  present  at  the  decision.  In  that  case, 
*  the  four  Barons  of  the  Exchecjuer,  and  two  of  the  Judges,  [*  208] 
viz.,  Bromley,  one  of  the  Justices  of  the  King's  Bench, 
and  Hales,  one  of  the  Justices  of  the  Common  Pleas,  were  of 
opinion,  that  the  actual  taking  of  the  goods  of  Brownsoppe,  tlie 
debtor,  by  the  sheritt',  under  an  extendi  faeids  out  of  Chancery, 
upon  a  statute  staple,  and  the  seizing  them  into  tlie  hands  of  the 
King,  but  without  delivering  them  to  the  plaintift',  was  no  answer 
to  a  prerogative  writ  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown  out  of  the  Exchequer, 
,but  that  the  sheriff  was  Ijound  out  of  such  goods  to  satisfy  the 
King's  debt.  And  the  reason  assigned  by  the  reporter  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Judges  is,  "  because  the  property  in  goods  and  lands 
was  not  in  Stringefellow  before  they  were  delivered  to  him  by  the 
liberate. "     It  has  been  said,  however,  that  this  case  is  to  be  con- 
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sidered  as  subject  to  doubt  on  account  of  tlie  qucerc  subjoined  to 
it  by  the  reporter.  But  it  is  to  be  observed,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  RoLLE  inserts  the  case  in  his  Abridgment  (2  Eoll.  Abr.  158) 
without  the  qucerc,  expressly  stating,  "  that  the  sheriff  ought  to 
execute  the  extent  for  the  King's  debt,  because  the  property  of 
tlie  goods  and  lands  was  not  in  Stringefellow  before  they  were 
delivered  to  him  by  a  writ  of  liberate,  and  therefore  liable  to  the 
King's  extent;"  and  that  Lord  Hobart,  in  Sheffield  \.  Radcliffe 
(Hob.  339),  affirms  the  case  to  be  law.  Again,  Treby,  C.  J.,  in 
a  marginal  note  to  the  report,  states  that  the  Barons  of  the 
Exchequer  agree  that  this  case  is  law ;  and  the  case  itself  is  cited, 
and  relied  upon  as  law,  in  The  King  v.  Cotton  (Parker,  112),  where 
the  Chief  Baron,  in  the  very  elaborate  and  able  judgment  upon 
that  case,  states,  "  that  he  will  show  Stringefellow  s  Case  to  be 
undoubtedly   law. "     And   amongst  other  instances  in   which  he 

states  it  to  be  recognised,  he  mentions  that  Lord  Hard- 
[*  209]   wiCKE,  when  *  Chief  Justice,  in  delivering  the  resolution 

of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  iwBrasscyv.  Daivson,  Mich., 
6  G.  II.,  cited  and  relied  upon  Stringefellow' s  Case  Hf^  clear  law, 
and  said  it  was  grounded  on  the  general  rule  of  preference  allowed 
by  law  to  the  King's  debts.  The  case  itself  last  referred  to  of 
The  King  \.  Cotton,  which  was  decided  in  1751,  Was  determined 
on  the  very  same  principle  which  applies  to  the  present  case.  In 
that  case  the  goods  of  Chapman,  the  King's  debtor,  were  seized 
under  the  distress  for  rent  on  the  12th  of  October.  On  the  14th 
of  October,  after  the  seizure,  but  before  tlie  sale,  the  extent  issued. 
The  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that  tlie  property  in  the  goods  wa.s 
not  altered  by  the  distress,  but  until  the  time  of  actual  sale 
remained  in  the  King's  debtor,  and  was  liable  to  the  operation 
of  the  writ  of  extent.  How  can  any  real  distinction  be  made 
Itetween  the  landlord  seizing  the  goods  for  the  purpose  of  making 
his  rent  by  a  8ubse([uent  sale,  and  a  sheriff  seizing  under  a,//,  fa. 
for  the  purpose  of  making  tlie  plaintiff's  d(!l)t  by  a  subsequent 
sale  ?  Or  if  there  is  any  distinction,  is  it  not  strong(;r  in  favour  of 
the  landlord,  who  might  reasonably  be  supposed  to  liave  acquired  a 
special  property  when  he  seized  for  his  own  l)enefit.  Indeed,  both 
the  argument  and  judgment  in  that  case  proceed  on  the  assump- 
tion that  the  present  case  is  in  favour  of  the  Crown,  and  that  it 
could  not  be  disputed  but  that  the  extent  would  operate  upon 
goods  seized   by  the   sheriff,   but  not  yet  sold.      Again,    in    The 
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Attoruc //-General  v.  C(Lpel,  determined  in  the  Exchequer  in  1686 
(2  Sliow.  481),  where  the  extent  was  tested  the  24th  of  DeceniLer: 
after  a  cnniniission  of  i)ankru})t  had  issued  against  the  debtor,  hut 
before  the  assignment  made  by  the  commissioners,  it  was  lield  by 
the  Court,  that  if  the  extent  comes  before  the  assignment, 
it  shall  and  must  be  *  preferred  ;  and  the  case  of  TJie  Kiiuj  [*  210] 
V.  Crump  and  Haiibury  is  cited  and  relied  upon  as  an 
authority  in  point,  to  wliich  tlie  reporter  adds  this  observation : 
"  Extents  have  been  held  good  that  have  been  made  upon  goods 
actiuilly  levied  by  virtue  of  a  fieri  facias,  and  in  the  sheriff's 
custody,  the  extent  coming  liefore  a  bill  of  sale,  made  so  as  the 
property  was  not  altered. " 

These  two  cases,  therefore,  are  direct  authorities  ;  the  one,  that 
in  the  case  of  a  distress,  wliere  goods  are  ///  eitstodia  leijis  after  the 
seizure,  but  before  the  sale ;  and  again,  in  the  case  of  a  1)ankrupt, 
where  goods  are  also  in  eusfodia  legis,  between  the  seizure  by  the 
messenger  and  the  actual  assignment  by  the  commissioners;  still 
the  goods  of  the  Kijig's  debtor  are  subject  to  an  extent  at  the  suit 
of  the  Crown,  tested  before  the  actual  sale  under  the  distress,  or 
before  the  actual  assignment  to  the  assignees;  and  the  just  infer- 
ence would  seem  to  he,  that  in  the  case  of  a  seizure  b}'  the  sheriff 
imder  a^.  fa.,  where  the  goods  are  also  in  custodia  legis,  an  extent 
tested  before  the  sale  ought  to  be  entitled  to  the  same  operation. 
Mut  Stringefelloio' s  Case,  acknowledged  as  it  has  l)een  in  various 
and  repeated  instances,  and  l)y  the  most  eminent  Judges,  is  a 
direct  aiithority  upon  the  very  point  now  under  discussion.  And 
since  that  decision  various  other  cases  have  been  decided  in  the 
same  way,  and  after  great  argument  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer : 
I  refer  particularly  to  Tlie  King  v.  Wells  and  Allnutt  (16  East, 
278,  7/.)  in  1805,  and  to  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Sloper  ctnd  Allen  (6 
Price,  114),  where  the  Excheipier  acted  on  the  authority  of  the 
latter  case. 

The  only  two  cases  which  have  received  a  contrary  decision  are 
those  before  referred  to;  viz.,  Uppotn  v.  Summer  (2  W.  Bl.  1251), 
in  Easter  Term,  1779,  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and 
Rorke  v.  Dayrcll  *  {A.  T.  E.  402),  in  1793,  by  the  Court  of  [*211] 
King's  Bench,  —  cases  undoubtedly  entitled  to  great  respect 
when  the  authority  of  the  eminent  persons  by  whom  they  were 
adjudged  is  taken  into  consideration.  I  say  these  two  cases  only 
have  received  a  contrary  decision,  for  I  cannot  consider  the  case 
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of  Lechmere  v.  Tkorowgood  and  another  (3  Mod.  236),  which  is 
sometimes  cited,  to  be  an  authority  upon  the  present  question 
between  the  Crown  and  the  subject.  That  was  an  action  of  trover 
by  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  against  the  sheriff,  who  had  entered 
under  ^.fi.fa.;  and  upon  a  special  verdict  one  of  the  questions 
was,  whether  the  ji.  fa.  was  well  executed,  the  sheriff  having 
seized,  though  not  sold,  under  the  writ  before  the  commission  of 
bankrupt  had  issued :  and  upon  that  question,  it  was  held  that 
the  Ji.  fa.  was  well  executed ;  so  that  the  assignees  of  the  bank- 
rupt's estate  could  not  have  a  title  to  those  goods  which  were 
before  taken  in  execution,  and  therefore  in  custodia  legis.  So  far, 
undoubtedly,  the  case  is  an  authority.  But  it  was  further  stated 
in  the  special  verdict,  that  after  seizure  under  the  fi.  fa. ,  and 
before  any  venditioni  exponas,  viz.,  the  4th  of  May,  an  extent  in 
aid  issued,  whereupon  parcel  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the 
declaration  was  seized  l)y  the  sheriff  upon  the  same  extent,  and 
sold,  and  the  money  paid  to  the  creditor.  And  one  question 
stated  by  the  reporter  is,  whether  the  extent  did  not  come  too 
late,  and  he  says  it  was  held  that  it  did.  Now  upon  this  point 
the  case  cannot  be  an  authority,  for  the  priority  between  the 
extent  and  the  fi.  fa.  was  perfectly  immaterial  to  the  plaintiffs 
in  that  action ;  they  were  out  of  Court  upon  the  title  of  the  judg- 
ment creditor.  All  further  discussion  was  res  inter  alios  acta. 
No  one  appeared  for  the  Crown ;  no  argument  took  place  before 

the  Court  on  behalf  of  the  Crown.  The  only  inference  to 
[*212]    be   drawn    from   that   *  case    is,    that    the    plaintifis,    the 

assignees,  had  no  right  against  the  judgment  creditor ;  but 
whether  the  Crown,  who  had  received  payment  out  of  part  of  the 
goods  seized,  had  such  right  or  not,  is  left  undetermined,  and, 
indeed,  untouched.  The  ([uestion,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  two 
cases  above  referred  to  are  of  such  authority  as  to  overturn  the 
decisions  which,  l)oth  before  and  since,  have  been  given  by  the 
Court  of  Kxchequer.  These  two  cases,  as  I  have  already  oliserved, 
are  de(;ided  partly  upon  the  ground  that  the  projjerty  in  the  goods 
is  altered  liy  the  s(Mzure  under  the  JL  fa.,  and  partly  upon  the 
ground  that,  bv  llu;  statute  .')3  Hen.  YTII.  c.  39,  such  restriction 
was  put  upon  the  King's  prerogative  that  the  preference  now  con- 
tended for  ceased  to  exist.  And  these  are  the  only  grounds  u])oii 
which  these  cases  are  rested. 

As  T  liave  already  stated  the  reasons  for  the  opinion  which  I 
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have  formed,  that  no  alteration  takes  place  until  the  actual  .sale 
under  the ^fi.  fa.,  I  shall  coniine  niy  remaining  ol)servations  to  the 
considerations  of  the  second  point  in  this  case,  viz.,  the  statute 
of  Hen.  YIII.  By  the  .S:-.  Hen.  VIII.  c.  39,  s.  74,  it  is  enacted, 
"  That  if  any  suit  be  commenced  or  taken,  or  any  process  l^e  here- 
after awarded,  for  the  King,  for  the  recovery  of  any  of  the  King's 
debts,  the  same  suit  and  process  shall  be  preferred  before  tlie  suit 
of  any  person ;  and  the  King  shall  have  first  execution  against  any 
defendant  of  and  for  his  said  debts  before  any  other  person;  so 
always  that  tlie  King's  said  suit  be  taken  and  commenced,  or 
process  awarded,  for  the  said  debt,  at  the  suit  of  the  King,  before 
judgment  given  for  the  other  person. "  That  this  clause  of  the 
statute  is  not  to  be  interpreted  according  to  the  strict  letter  of  it 
has  been  at  all  times  admitted.  Taken  literally,  it  would 
give  the  subject  a  greater  advantage  *  against  the  execu-  [*  213] 
tion  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown  than  he  possessed  against 
that  of  any  subject.  If  the  subject  has  obtained  judgment  before 
the  teste  of  an  extent,  such  judgment,  according  to  the  letter  of 
the  statute,  would  postpone  the  Crown's  remedy  under  the  extent 
to  an  unlimited  time,  whereas  the  same  judgment  would  have  no 
operation  whatever  against  an  execution  at  the  suit  of  a  subject, 
even  thongh  issued  in  a  suit  which  was  commenced  after  such 
judgment  was  signed.  In  the  case  of  the  Crown,  the  subject's 
judgment  would  give  him  the  preference,  though  his  execution 
were  last  in  point  of  time. 

In  the  case  of  a  subject,  the  first  execution  against  the  goods 
must  be  preferred.  The  exact  literal  sense  of  the  statute  must 
therefore  be  departed  from ;  and,  if  that  sen.se  is  once  given  up, 
we  are  at  liberty  to  adopt  that  which  appears  to  be  the  nearest  to 
the  letter  of  the  statute,  and  at  the  same  time  which  best  carries 
into  effect  the  object  and  intention  of  the  Legislature.  For  this 
purpose,  it  should  be  considered,  what  the  exact' state  of  the  pre- 
rogative of  the  Crown  was  at  the  time  this  statute  was  passed,  in 
order  that  we  may  be  the  better  able  to  judge  how  much  of  it  was 
intended  to  be  abolished  by  the  statute.  By  the  ancient  preroga- 
tive of  the  Crown,  as  stated  by  Lord  Coke,  in  1  Inst.  131,  b. , 
"  The  King  was  to  be  preferred  in  payment  of  hi.-^  duty  or  debts 
l)y  his  debtor  before  any  subject,  although  tlie  King's  debt  or  duty 
be  the  latter;  and  the  reason  hereof  is,  for  that  '  thesaurus  iegis 
est  fundamentum  belli  et  firmaiuentum  pacis. '  And,  thereupon, 
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the  law  gave  the  King  remedy  by  writ  of  protection  to  protect  liis 
debtor,  that  he  should  not  be  sued  or  attached  until  he  paid  the 

King's  debt."  So  the  law  remained  until  the  statute  25 
[*  214]   Ed.   III.    c.    19,   which   was  introduced,    as   Lord   *  CoKE 

says,  "  from  the  inconvenience  that  grew,  that  for  to  delay 
other  nien  of  their  debts,  the  King's  debts  were  the  more  slowly 
paid. "  By  that  statute  it  was  enacted,  "  that  notwithstanding 
such  protections,  the  parties  which  have  actions  against  their 
debtors  shall  be  answered  in  the  King's  Court  by  their  debtors; 
and  if  judgment  be  thereupon  given  for  the  plaintiff  or  demandant, 
the  execution  of  the  same  judgment  shall  be  put  in  suspense  till 
(jree  be  made  to  the  King  of  his  debt;  and  if  the  creditors  will 
undertake  for  the  King's  debt,  they  shall  be  thereunto  received, 
and  shall  have  execution  against  the  debtors  of  the  debt  due  and 
adjudged  to  them,  and  also  shall  recover  against  them  as  much  as 
they  shall  pay  to  the  King  for  them.  "  The  law,  therefore,  at  the 
time  of  passing  the  statute  Hen.  VIII. ,  was,  that  although  the 
King  granted  his  protection  to  his  debtors,  the  subject  might 
nevertheless  sue  his  debtor,  and  continue  his  suit  to  judgment; 
but  still  the  execution  was  suspended  until  the  King's  debt  was 
paid.  The  Crown,  therefore,  might  still  postpone  the  execution 
of  the  subject  to  an  unlimited  time,  simply  by  delaying  to  take 
out  execution  in  its  own  suit;  but  by  the  statute  of  Hen.  VIII., 
this  power  of  the  Crown  to  postpone  the  execution  of  the  subject's 
judgment  to  an  unlimited  time  is  taken  away,  except  in  one  single 
case,  viz.,  where  the  suit  of  the  Crown  is  commenced  before  the 
judgment  has  been  obtained  by  the  subject.  In  that  case,  I  con- 
sider the  old  prerogative  still  remains.  Since  the  statute,  there- 
fore, wliere  the  Crown  has  commenced  its  suit  before  the  subject's 
judgment,  there  can  be  no  race  between  the  Crown  and  tlie  subject 
which  shall  sue   out  the  first  execution  ;  the  debt  of  the  Crown 

must  be  first  satisfied  before  tlie  subject  can  execute  his 
[*21i3]   writ.      Hut  where  the  Crown  has  not  *  commenced  its  suit, 

or  awarded  its  process,  before  the  subject's  judgment  is 
signed,  there  the  field  is  open  both  to  the  Crown  and  the  subject; 
and  if  the  subject  can  first  complete  his  execution  l)efore  the 
Crown  issues  its  writ,  he  may  enjoy  the  fruit  of  it.  Still,  how- 
ever, even  in  this  case,  if  the  execution  of  the  Crown  is  concurrent 
with  that  of  the  subject,  if  it  is  actually  issued  before  the  sub- 
ject's execution  is  complete,  the  statute  of  Hen.  VIII.    does  not 
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provide  fur  the  case,  l)ut  leaves  tlie  old  coiiiiiKui-law  rule  to  oper- 
ate, "  f[uando  jus  doiniui  regis  et  suljditi  concurrunt,  jus  domini 
regis  preferri  debet. "  The  rule  of  law  lias  always  been,  that  the 
prerogative  of  the  Crown  cannot  be  taken  away  except  by  express 
and  unanil)igu()us  words;  but  it  is  difficult  to  find  any  words  in 
the  statute  which  apply  to  two  writs  of  execution  in  competition 
with  each  other,  one  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  the  other  at  the 
suit  of  the  subject.  It  is  enough,  however,  to  say  it  is  left  in 
doubt;  for  at  the  time  in  which  this  statute  passed  it  is  impos- 
sible to  believe  such  a  prerogative  was  abandoned  by  the  Crown  if 
there  are  no  express  words  to  show  the  intention.  After  all,  the 
important  point  is,  that  the  line  should  be  distinctly  drawn,  and 
well  defined,  which  forms  the  boundary  between  the  right  of  the 
Crown  and  the  right  of  tlie  subject,  with  respect  to  executions  of 
the  sultject's  judgments.  It  is  admitted  on  all  liands,  tliat  if  the 
extent  issues  before  the  seizure,  it  is  entitled  to  the  preference. 
Suppose  the  sheriff  actually  seizes,  and  the  extent  then  issues,  and 
the  law  says,  that  as  it  issued  before  the  sale,  it  is  to  be  preferred, 
the  expense  of  the  entry  and  execution  will  not  fall  upon  the 
plaintiff  in  the  action,  for  his  debt  has  not  ])een  levied ;  those 
expenses  will  be  allowed  by  the  Exchequer  upon  payment 
of  the  King's  debt.  The  only  consequence  *  is,  that  the  [*2]6] 
subject  discovers,  a  very  few  days  later,  that  his  execu- 
tion cannot  be  satisfied  until  the  Crown  deljt  is  paid.  For  these 
reasons,  the  opinion  which  I  have  formed  upon  the  first  question 
proposed  to  us  is,  that  the  actual  sale  under  the  fi.  fa.  forms  the 
dividing  line  between  the  right  of  the  Crown  and  the  right  of  the 
subject;  and,  consequently,  that  the  extent  is,  in  the  present 
case,  to  be  preferred  to  the  writ  of  ^.  fa.  issued  at  the  suit  of  the 
subject. 

Upon  the  second  question  proposed  b}'  your  Lordships,  I  shall 
say  no  more  than  that  it  appears  to  me  to  make  no  difference 
whether  the  extent  is  an  extent  in  aid  or  an  immediate  extent  at 
the  suit  of  the  Crown ;  all  the  authorities  agreeing  that  the  same 
privileges  extend  to  the  one  which  belong  to  the  other. 

I  have  the  authority  of  Mr.  Justice  Park,  who  is  unavoidably 
absent  on  this  occasion,  to  express  his  entire  concurrence  with  the 
opinion  formed  by  the  majority  of  His  Majesty's  Judges. 

Lord  Tenterden.  My  Lords,  in  the  case  between  Daniel  Giles, 
the  late  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Hertford,  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
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Harry  Grover  and  James  Pollard,  defendants  in  error,  which  was 
argued  some  time  ago  before  your  Lmxlship!;',  the  learned. Judges 
have  given  their  answers  to  certain  questions  that  were  proposed 
to  them  by  the  House.  By  these-  answers  a  very  great  majority 
of  the  Judges  coincided  in  that  opinion  upon  winch  I  propose 
to  submit  to  your  Lordships  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  should  be  affirmed,  two  only  being  of  a  dih'erent 
opinion.  The  case  may  be  shortly  stated  thus :  An  execution 
having  issued  at  the  suit  of  a  subject,  the  sheriff  took  possession 

of  the  goods  of  the  debtor,  but  before  he  made  any  dispo- 
[*  217]   sition  of  those  *  goods  by  bill  of  sale  to  the  creditor,  or  in 

any  other  way,  an  extent  came  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown  ; 
and  the  question  is,  whether  an  extent  thus  coming  at  tlie  suit  of 
the  Crown,  while  the  goods  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriti', 
is  to  be  preferred  to  the  execution  taken  out  by  the  subject.  The 
majority  of  the  Judges  on  the  question  proposed  are  of  opinion  in 
the  affirmative,  namely,  that  the  Crown's  extent  should  be  pre- 
ferred. It  is  in  conformity  with  that  opinion,  in  wliich  I  most 
heartily  concur,  and  have  long  entertained  —  for  the  subject  is  by 
no  means  new  in  the  Courts  of  justice  —  that  I  shall  take  the 
liberty  of  delivering  my  opinion,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  should  be  affirmed. 

As  I  have  already  stated,  the  question  has  arisen  more  than 
once  in  Courts  of  law ;  and  there  are  two  recorded  decisions,  in 
two  cases  so  often  alluded  to,  upon  the  subject,  one,  the  case  of 
Uppom  V.  Snmmer,  decided  in  the  Common  Pleas  several  years 
ago ;  and  the  other,  the  case  of  RorlvC  v.  Dayrdl,  decided  in  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  after  the  determination  of  the  other  case. 
Not  to  notice  the  prior  decisions  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  it 
may  be  sufficient  for  the  present  to  say,  that  there  liave,  since  the 
last  of  them,  namely,  the  decision  of  llorl-e  v.  Dayrdl,  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  been  two  or  three  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
to  the  contrary  of  those  two  ])ri()r  decisions. 

Your  Lordslii])S   well   know   that  the  Barons   of  the   Cinirt  of 

Exclie(iuer  are  very  peculiarly  conversant  witli  the  revenue  of  the 

Crown.      It   is   tlieir   ]K'('uliar  (hity   to  attend   to  and  enforce  the 

'riglits  of  the  Crown   against   tlu;   su])ject  as   connected  witli    tliat 

revenue. 

The  two  cases  whicli  are  re])ortod,  and  wlrich  are  against 
[*  218]    the  rights  of  the  Crown,  appear  to  have  *  proceeded  upon 
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two  grounds;  one  ground  was,  tliat  by  the  seizure  of  the  sherifl'  the 
property  of  the  goods  was  divested  out  of  the  debtor;  another 
ground  wa.s,  that,  according  to  the  true  interpretation  of  the 
statute  pa.ssed  in  the  time  of  Henry  VIII.,  the  execution  of  the 
Crov.'n  was  not  to  be  preferred. 

Xow,  with  regard  to  the  first  point,  namely,  the  supposition 
that  tlie  property  was  divested  out  of  the  debtor  liy  the  seizure  of 
the  goods,  by  the  act  of  the  sheriff  in  seizing  the  goods,  it  appears 
to  me,  upon  due  consideration,  and  so  the  nuijority  of  the  Judges 
thought,  that  the  proposition  could  not  be  maintained.  Property 
cannot  be  divested  out  of  one  person  without  being  vested  in 
another;  and  it  is  impossible  to  say  in  whom  the  propert}'  does 
become  vested,  if  the  investment  be  taken  out  oi  the  debtor.  It 
has  been  argued  that  the  property  is  vested  in  the  sheriff,  because 
there  are  authorities  to  show  that  the  sheriff,  if  the  property  be 
taken  out  of  his  hands,  may  maintain  an  action  of  trover  against 
the  wrong-doer.  These  actions  are  maintainaljle  upon  a  ground 
perfectly  distinct  from  the  right  of  property,  tliey  are  maintain- 
able upon  the  ground  of  possession;  any  man  in  possession  of 
goods,  whether  as  the  bailee  or  otherwise,  may  in  his  own  name 
maintain  an  action  against  any  party  who  shall  deprive  him  of 
the  possession.  The  power,  therefore,  of  bringing  an  action  (if 
this  kind  does  1)y  no  means  prove  that  the  property  is  in  the 
sheriff. 

It  has  been  supposed  by  some  that  the  property  is  in  the  judg- 
ment-creditor; but  it  is  perfectly  clear,  upon  consideration  of  the 
subject,  that  the  judgment-creditor  has  no  property  in  the  goods 
while  they  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff.  If  the  sheriff 
executes  the  process  of  the  Court,  and  makes  a  lull  of  sale 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  then  the  *  judgment-  [*210] 
creditor  obtains  the  property ;  but  until  that  is  done, 
while  the  goods  are  in  the  possession  of  the  sheriff,  they  are  in  the 
custody  of  the  law,  but  still  remain  the  property  of  the  debtor  to 
whom  they  originally  l)elonged.  If  the  property  were  divested 
some  ceremony  would  be  necessary  to  revest  it;  but  there  is  no 
such  ceremony.  If  tlie  debtor  pays  the  money  to  the  sheriif,  the 
sheriff  withdraws ;  he  executes  no  conveyance ;  he  does  not  even 
go  through  any  ceremony ;  but  all  he  does  is  to  withdraw,  and 
leave  the  goods  where  they  were.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore, 
that   putting   the   case  shortly   upon    that  ground   of  a  supposed 
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divesting  of  the  property,  it  can  by  no  means  snstain  the  two 
cases  which  I  have  referred  to,  and  which  were  decided  against 
the  right  of  the  Crown. 

It  remains  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  statute  upon  which  so 
much  reliance  was  placed.  That  was  the  statute  passed  in  the 
reign  of  Henry  VIII.  ;  and  upon  the  first  view  of  it,  considering 
that  statute  by  itself,  and  without  regard  to  the  state  of  the  law 
as  it  previously  existed,  it  might  seem  that  the  argument  founded 
upon  it  was  correct.  By  that  statute  it  is  enacted,  "  that  if  any 
suit  be  commenced,  or  any  process  be  hereafter  awarded,  for  the 
recovery  of  any  of  the  King's  debts,  the  same  suit  and  process 
shall  be  preferred  before  the  suit  of  any  person  or  persons,  and 
the  King,  his  heirs  and  successors,  shall  have  first  execution 
against  any  defendant  or  defendants  of  and  for  his  said  debts, 
before  any  other  person  or  persons;  so  always  that  the  King's 
suit  be  taken  and  commenced,  or  process  awarded,  for  the  said 
debt,  at  the  King's  suit,  before  judgment  given  for  the  said  otlier 
person  or  persons. " 

As  I  have  already  intimated,  if  that  statute  were  read 
[*  220]  without  regard  to  the  state  of  tlie  law  as  it  existed  *  at 
that  time,  it  certainly  would  furnish  an  argument  against 
the  right  of  the  Crown;  but  that  Act  of  Parliament,  lilo  every 
other,  is  to  be  construed  with  regard  to  the  state  of  the  law  as  it 
previously  existed ;  and  so  construing  that  statute,  it  will  l)e  found 
not  to  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present. 

By  the  common  law,  the  King  had  a  light  of  preventing  any 
subject  from  suing  any  of  his  debtors;  it  was  the  practice,  and  it 
was  a  right  which  was  sometimes  exercised,  of  granting  to  those 
"who  were  his  debtors  a  protection,  which  prevented  any  of  his 
subjects  from  bringing  any  suit  against  them.  Thus  the  law 
stood  until  an  Act  of  Parliament  ]iassed,  which  I  shall  draw  your 
Lordships'  attention  to,  namely,  the  statute  of  the  25  Ed.  III.  c 
19.  Tliat  statute  sliows  what  the  law  was  before  it  was  passed, 
and  introduces  an  alteration  in  favour  of  th(»  suitor;  and  it  is  in 
these  terms  :  "  Forasmuch  !is  our  Lord  the  King  liath  made  liefore 
this  time  ])rote('tions  to  divers  people  which  were  liounden  to  him 
ill  some  manner  of  dc^bt,  that  they  should  not  be  im])leaded  of  the 
delits  which  they  owed  to  othcu's  till  they  had  made  satisfaction 
to  our  Lord  tlie  King  of  that  wdiieh  to  him  was  due  l)y  them  by 
reason  of  liis  prerogative;  and  so  dui'ing  such   ]irotections  no  man 
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hath  dared  to  implead  such  debtors. "  Your  Lordships  will  observe 
that  the  preamble  recites  the  law  to  be  as  I  have  stated  it,  namely, 
that  the  King  by  his  protection  was  in  the  jiractice  and  had  a 
right  to  prevent  any  person  from  commencing  any  suit  against 
his  debtor;  tlien  it  goes  on  to  enact,  "  It  is  accorded  and  assented, 
that  notwithstanding  such  protections,  the  parties  which  have 
actions  against  their  tlebtors  shall  be  answered  in  the  King's 
(Jourt  by  the  debtors,  and  if  judgment  be  thereupon  given 
f(jr  the  plaintiff  or  denumdant,  the  execution  *  of  the  same  [*  '2'J.]] 
judgment  shall  be  put  in  suspense  till  satisfaction  be  made 
to  the  King  of  his  debt.  And  if  the  creditors  will  undertake  for 
the  King's  debt,  they  shall  be  thereunto  received,  and  moreover 
shall  have  execution  against  their  debtors  of  the  debt  due  to  them, 
and  also  .shall  recover  against  them  as  much  as  they  shall  pay  to 
the  King  for  them.  "  This  statute  therefore  so  altered  the  law  as 
that  it  enables  the  subject  to  bring  an  action  against  his  debtor, 
although  he  be  a  debtor  to  the  Crown,  which  Ijefore  he  could  not 
do ;  but  nevertheless  it  prevents  him  from  taking  out  execution 
unless  he  first  satisfies  the  debt  of  the  Crown.  This  was  the 
state  of  the  law  before  the  passing  of  the  statute  to  which  I  have 
refen-ed,  namelv,  the  statute  of  oo  Hen.  VIIT.  The  suliiect  miirht 
commence  an  action,  and  might  have  proceeded  even  to  judgment, 
but  could  have  no  execution  without  satisfying  the  King's  debt. 
All,  therefore,  that  the  statute  of  Hen.  YIIT.  does,  is  to  allow  a 
party  to  have  execution  without  satisfying  that  debt;  it  authorises 
him  to  take  out  his  writ,  but  does  not  apply  to  a  case  in  which 
there  are  conflicting  executions,  which  is  the  case  in  question. 
If  it  should  be  taken  literally,  that  the  King  should  not  have  exe- 
cution unless  his  suit  were  commenced  l)efore  a  judgment  given 
for  the  subject,  the  conse([uence  would  be,  that  the  sulgect  might 
obtain  judgment  against  the  King's  debtor,  and  forbear  taking  out 
execution  for  a  considerable  length  of  time,  and  during  all  tliat 
time  prevent  the  Crown  from  recovering  its  debt  by  taking  out 
execution  ;  that  would  be  open  to  collusion  on  the  part  of  tlie  sub- 
ject, and  operate  to  the  great  prejudice  of  the  King's  revenue  and 
his  rights.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  true  effect 
of  this  statute  is  to  allow  the  subject  to  ol)tain  *  judgment,  [*  222] 
and  even  to  sue  out  execution,  without  first  making  satis- 
faction to  the  King;  liut,  nevertheless,  to  leave  the  law  in  all 
other  respects  as  it  stood  before;  namely,  if  the  King's  execution 
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comes,  while  the  goods  remain  the  property  of  the  debtor  —  and, 
as  I  have  already  stated,  my  opinion  is,  that  tliey  do  lemain  the 
property  of  the  debtor,  although  they  be  taken  possession  of  by 
the  sheriff — the  King's  execution  shall  prevail.  The  contrary  of 
that  has  been  decided  in  the  two  cases  of  Uppom  v.  Summer,  and 
Rorle  V.  Dayrdl;  but  there  are  two  or  three  decisions  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  in  accordance  with  my  view  of  the  sidjject.  I  do 
not  know  that  it  is  necessary  to  trouble  your  Lordships  with 
referring  to  these  cases ;  they  were  very  much  considered  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  and  the  decision  in  one  of  them  afterwards 
became  the  subject  of  inquiry  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  The 
case  is  reported  by  the  name  of  Tlinrdon  \.  Mills;  the  point  of 
law,  which  is  the  question  in  the  present  case,  was  twice  argued 
before  that  Court,  and  a  third  time  upon  a  question  preliminary 
to  the  question  argued  on  the  two  first  occasions,  and  which  was 
really  the  question  in  the  cause.  Upon  that  preliminary  question, 
which  regarded  only  the  form  of  the  action,  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  decided  against  the  plaintiff.  The  main  question  was  there 
left  untouched ;  but  I  think  it  may  be  collected,  though  not  very 
clearly,  that  the  opinion  at  least  of  some  of  the  Judges  who  sat  in 
the  Court  at  that  time,  Lord  ELLENBORortai  lieing  at  the  head  of 
them,  and  IMr.  Justice  Le  Blanc  being  one  of  them,  was  in  favour 
of  the  Crown.  I  cannot  assert  positively  that  it  was  so;  but  in 
reading  the  report  of  the  case,  and  from  my  own  recollection  of 

the  (juestions  introduced   into   the   argument   of   it,  I  am 
[*  22.3]    strongly  *  inclined  to  think  that   it  was  so,  and  I  formed 

that  opinion  at  the  time. 
The  ground  upon  wdiich  those  two  decisions  of  Uppom  v.  Summer 
and  Rorke  v.  DaijrcU  have  proceeded,  as  to  the  divesting  of  the 
property  out  of  the  debtor  and  vesting  it  in  another,  failing,  in 
my  opinion,  and  the  argument  also  that  was  founded  upon  the 
construction  (if  the  statute  of  Hen.  YIIL,  failing,  on  a  due  con- 
sideration of.  that  statute  with  regard  to  the  law  as  it  existed 
before,  my  opinion  is,  that  the  Crown  has  a  right  of  priority  in 
this  case  before  the  sulqect ;  and,  consequently,  thai  Ww.  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  must  be  affirmed.  I  sliould  further 
say,  tliat,  according  to  the  practice  at  the  time,  although  the  law 
litis  since  l)een  altered,  the  judgment  of  tlie  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
tliis  case  was  removed  by  a  writ  of  error,  and  argued  l)efore  the 
Chief  Justices  of  the  King's  Bench  and  of  the  Common  Pleas,  of 
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whom  I  was  one,  and  my  Lord  Wyxfokd  the  other:  we  did  not 
come  to  the  same  conclusion  upon  that  occasion,  and,  therefore, 
we  affirmed  the  judgment,  understanding  and  meaning  that  the 
<|uestion,  which  was  one  of  great  importance,  should  be  brought 
to  this  House  :  I  have  since  conferred  with  my  Lord  Wyxfokd 
upon  the  subject,  antl  I  have  learned  from  him  that  he  is  now 
perfectly  satisfied  with  the  opinion  which  I  have  ventured  to  give 
to  your  Lordships,  and  by  which  I  affirm  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer. 

Lord  Brougham,  C.  ,  after  reviewing  the  cases,  said,  I  certainly 
entertain  a  strong  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  in  this  case  is  right,  and  ought,  by  your  Lordships,  to 
be  affirmed.  I  entirely  go  along  with  the  opinions  pro- 
nounced by  the  *  majority  of  the  learned  Judges,  in  answer  [*  224] 
to  the  cpiestions  put  to  them.  It  is  of  much  more  impor- 
tance that  this  question  should  be  settled,  than  it  is  in  which  way 
it  shall  be  settled.  Judgment  affirmed. 


Ex  parte  Williams.  In  re  Davies. 

L.  R.,  7  I'll.  .JU-aiS  (s.  c.  41  L.  J.  Bk.  .'58;  26  J..   T.  .mJ ;  20  W.  K.  4-30). 

Execution  Creditor. — Bankruptcy  Act,  iStii.!,  s.  !_'. — Seizure  [314] 
and  Sale. 

A  warrant  oi  Ji.  fa.,  ou  a  County  Court  jiulginent.  was  delivered  to  the 
tailLfF  of  a  Couuty  Court  to  be  executed.  Later  ou  the  same  day  the  debtor 
filed  a  petition  for  litinidation,  and  a  receiver  was  a])pointed.  The  bailiff,  ou 
coining  to  the  debtor's  liouse  to  execute  the  warrant.  \\^\uu\  the  receiver  in 
po.sses.sion :  — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Chief  Judge,  wlio  liad  reversed  the  deci- 
sion of  the  County  Court),  that  the  trustee  under  the  lii[uidafion  was  entitled  to 
the  goods  as  against  the  execution  creditor:  for  tliat  under  liie  Bankruptcy  Act, 
1869,  s.  12.  goods  are  not,  as  against  a  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  bciund  bv  a  writ 
of//,  fa.  from  tlie  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff,  but  a  seizure  of  them  before 
the  act  of  bankruptcy  is  necessary. 

This  was  an  appeal  by  an  execution  creditor  from  an  order  of 
the  Chief  Judge  in  Bankruptcy,  discharging  an  order  of  the  Countv 
Court  of  Monmouthshire. 

On  the  .^rd  of  Xoveniber,  1871,  Williams  recovered  judgment 
against  Davies,  a  trader,  in  two  actions,  in  the  Countv  Court  of 
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Chester,  for  .£17  Is.  2d.  and  <£9  17s.  6d.,  and  caused  warrants  of 
fi.  fa.  to  be  issued.  On  Saturday,  the  -4th  of  November,  the  under- 
bailiff  of  the  Chester  County  Court  forwarded  the  warrants  by  post 
to  the  registrar  of  the  County  Court  of  Monmouth,  the  debtor 
being  resident  in  Monmouthshire.  The  registrar  of  the  Mon- 
mouth Court  re-issued  them,  and  on  the  7th  of  November,  at  half- 
past  eleven  in  the  morning,  gave  them  to  the  sulvljailift'  of  that 
Court  to  be  executed. 

On  the  same  7th  of  November,  but  later  in  the  day,  Davies 
filed  in  the  Monmouth  County  Court  a  petition  for  liquidation,  and 
on  the  same  day  a  receiver  was  a])])ointed,  who  immediately 
entered  into  possession  of  the  goods  in  Davies'  house. 

On  the  afternoon  of  the  7tli  of  November  the  assistant-bailiff, 
who  went  to  execute  the  warrants,  found  the  house  of  Davies 
closed,  and  could  not  obtain  admittance.  He  waited  at  a  public- 
house  opposite,  and  in  about  twenty  ndnutes,  seeing  Davies'  door 
open,  he  went  in  and  found  the  receiver  there.  He  nevertheless 
made  inventories  of  the  goods,  ;iud  remained  in  possession. 
[*  ;)15]  *  On  the  same  day  an  injunction  was  obtained  to  re- 
strain Williams  from  taking  any  further  proceedings  on  his 
judgments.  Williams  had  no  notice  of  tliis  order  till  the  9th  of 
November. 

On  the  27th  of  November  the  registrar  of  the  Monmouth 
County  Court,  sitting  for  the  Judge,  dissolved  the  injunction,  and 
ordered  that  the  bailiff  should  be  at  liberty  to  realize  by  sale  the 
goods  seized  by  him  under  the  executio)is.  The  trustee  under  the 
li<luidation  appealed  from  tliis  order,  and  on  the  ISth  of  Decem- 
l)er  the  Chief  Judge  discharged  it.  From  this  order  of  the  Chief 
Judge,  Williams  now  appealed. 

TlieHon.  A.  Thesiger,  and  Mr.  Finlny  Knight,  f(ti'  the  appellant: 

This  case  stands  on  the  same  footing  as  if  the  judgment  were 
from  a  superior  Court.  19  &  20  Yict.  c.  108,  s.  47.  AV'e  contend 
that  the  goods  of  a  judgment  debtor  are  bound  from  the  delivery 
of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff,  and  that  seizure  makes  no  difference. 
Seizure  does  not  take  the  property  out  of  tlie  debtor,  (iihs  v. 
(Irovcr,  9  Bing.  128.  Under  the  Bankruptcy  Acts  in  forc^e  before 
th(>.  Act  of  1849,  seizure,  and  after  that  Act,  seizure  and  sale,  were 
neces.sary  to  defeat  the  right  of  the  assignee;  but  the  late  Act  has 
i'.ltered  the  low.  ?]x  parte  Roche,  L.  B.,  6  Ch.  795  ;  Slater  v.  Finder, 
L.  IL,  G  Kx.  228.      Cnder  \?>  Eliz.  s.  7,  the  title  of  tlic  assignee  re- 
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lated  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  but  it  was  held  that  the  execution 
creditor  woukl  prevail  unh^ss  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  before  the 
teste  of  the  writ.  The  statute  21  Jac.  I.  c.  19,  s.  9,  first  made  seiz- 
ure necessary  as  against  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy ;  and  the  Act 
of  1849,  s.  184,  made  seizure  and  sale  necessary;  but  those  enact- 
ments are  repealed,  and  not  re-enacted.  The  statute  19  &  20  Vict. 
c.  97,  s.  1.  does  not  apply.  So  the  case  now  stands  on  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  by  which  goods  are  bound,  not  as  at  common  law%  from 
the  teste  of  the  writ,  but  from  its  delivery  to  the  sheriff,  and  seizure 
is  immaterial.  Payne  v.  Dretce,  4  East,  523;  Hutchinson  v.  John- 
stone, 1  T.  R.  729  (1  Pv.  11.  380) ;  Woodland  v.  Fidler,  1 1  A.  &  E. 
859 ;  Rohson  v.  TheUuson,  L.  R.,  2  Q.  B.  642 ;  Bonk  v.  Blarlsfovl; 
8  L.  T.  (X.  S.)  641. 

*  Mr.  De  Gex,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Bagley,  roxtra  :  —  [*  316] 

It  was  never  intended  to  take  this  retrograde  step  by 
the  Act  of  1869.  By  sect.  12,  no  creditor  is  to  have  any  remedy 
against  the  person  or  property  of  the  bankrupt,  except  the  ordinary 
remedies  of  a  creditor  in  bankruptcy,  unless  he  holds  security.  A 
writ  under  which  no  seizure  has  l)een  made  is  not  security  :  sect.  16. 
It  binds  no  particular  goods ;  a  bill  would  not  lie  to  have  it  de- 
clared a  charge,  and  its  value  cannot  be  ascertained  so  as  to  enable 
the  creditor  to  deduct  it.  It  is  nothing  but  a  general  right  to  seize 
goods,  which  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  security. 

Mr.  Finlay  Knight,  in  re})ly. 

Sir  G.  Mellish,  L.  J. :  — 

The  question  in  this  case  is  Avhether  an  execution  creditor  who 
has  obtained  a  judgment  in  a  County  Court  under  which  a  warrant 
was  issued  to  the  bailiff  of  the  County  Court  enabling  him  to  seize 
the  goods  of  the  debtor,  which  warrant  was  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  bailiff  before  any  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  has  a  better  title 
to  the  goods  than  the  trustee  under  a  petition  for  liquidation  by 
arrangement  which  was  filed  on  the  same  day,  but  later  in  the  day. 
It  is  admitted  that  a  creditor  under  a  County  Court  execution  can- 
not have,  at  all  events,  any  greater  rights  than  under  an  execution 
issued  by  one  of  the  superior  Courts  at  Westminster.  Tlie  general 
(question  therefore  arises,  whether,  if  a  Ji.  fa.  is  delivered  to  tlie 
sheriff,  so  that  the  goods  are  bound  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
the  creditor  is  entitled  to  the  goods  as  against  the  trustee  under  a 
bankruptcy  not  having  relation  to  any  act  of  bankruptcy  prior  to 
the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff.     This  depends  on  sect.  12 
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of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  It  is  clear  that  the  case  falls 
within  the  tirst  part  of  that  clause,  for  proceeding  to  seize  goods 
is  certainly  enforcing  a  remedy  against  the  property  of  the  debtor, 
and  the  question  then  is  whether  it  comes  within  the  proviso. 
Now,  it  was  decided  by  the  full  Court  of  xippeal  in  Ex  iiarte  Boclr, 
L.  R.,  6  Ch.  795,  and  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Slater  v.  Pinder, 
L.  Ii.,  6  Ex.  228,  that  where  an  execution  creditor  has  seized  the 

goods  of  a  debtor  before  the  commission  of  an  act  of  bank- 
[*317]  ruptcy,   he    is    entitled    to    *  the    goods    as    against    the 

trustee  ;  and  Mr.  Thesiger  argued  that  the  seizure  made  no 
difference,  for  that  the  general  property  in  the  goods  is  not  taken 
out  of  the  debtor  until  sale,  but  that  tlie  creditor  has  a  security 
on  the  goods  from  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the 
sheriff.  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  consider  what  is  the  effect  of 
seizure.  Now,  at  common  law  the  goods  were  said  to  l)e  Ijound 
from  the  teste  of  the  writ,  for  the  goods  which  the  deb.tor  then  had 
were  what  the  sheriff  was  ordered  to  seize,  and  consetpiently  no 
dealing  with  them  by  the  debtor  could  take  away  the  sheriffs 
right  to  .seize  them  if  he  could  find  them  within  his  luiiliwick. 
The  Statute  of  Frauds  altered  this  by  carrying  the  time  down  to 
tlie  delivery  of  tlie  writ  to  the  sheriff,  but  that  was  only  as  between 
the  creditor  and  third  parties,  for  there  are  cases  to  show  that  as 
against  the  debtor  himself  the  goods  were  still  1;ouii(l  fi'om  the 
teste  of  the  writ.  This  difference  is  only  important  where  the 
debtor  dies  before  the  writ  is  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  in  which 
ease  the  sheriff  can  seize  in  the  hands  of  his  executois  all  goods 
which  belonged  to  him  at  the  teste  of  the  writ;  but  as  against  all 
third  parties,  the  sheriff  can  only  seize  what  belonged  to  the  de])tor 
when  the  writ  was  delivered  to  him.  Still  the  sheriff  had  jio 
pro])erty  in  the  goods  till  seized.  The  debtor  may  remove  tlu'm 
into  another  l)ailiwick  ;  that  is  not  illegal,  for  the  sheriff  has  no 
])roperty  in  the  goods,  he  has  only  a  right  to  seize  them:  but  after 
lie  has  seized  them  he  has  a  special  propei'ty  in  llu'in  :  U'i/Jir((li(nii 
V.  Show,  2  AVms.  Saund.  47,  a,  cd.  1845;  so  that  he  can  maintain 
trover  for  them,  as  is  said  in  the  note  there  to  have  been  decided 
in  Clerl:  v.  Willins,  on  the  gi'ound  thai  the  sheriir,  iiaving  once; 
seized  the  goods,  was  liable  for  theii'  full  Naliic  .Vnother  eHect  of 
seizure  is  this:  tluire  may  l)e  a  nundier  of  writs  issued  inl(»  dillrr- 
ent  counties,  and  when  goods  an^  seized  undci'  one  of  them,  until 
it  is  known  how   much  is  seized,  no  other  can  1)0  executed,     'i'he 
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effect  of  "beizure,  therefore,  is,  that  upon  seizure  the  sheriff  ceases 
to  have  merely  a  ri^ht  to  seize,  and  acquires  a  qualified  property 
in  the  goods  like  that  of  a  factor  who  is  under  advances,  and  from 
whom  the  goods  may  be  claimed  back  on  payment  of  those  ad- 
vances. This  (|ualitied  property  differs  from  a  mortgage,  inasmuch 
as  at  law  the  mortgagee  has  an  absolute  title  to  tlie  prop- 
erty, and  the  title  of  the  *  debtor  is  only  in  equity  ;  but  in  [*;U8] 
this  case  there  is  at  law  a  qualified  property  with  a  })ower 
of  sale.  The  Court  of  HKche([uer  held,  in  Slater  v.  Finder,  L.  11.,  G 
Ex.  2:28,  that  when  the  goods  liave  been  seized  by  the  sheriff,  the 
creditor  has  a  security  upon  them.  Are  we  to  hold  that  he  has  a 
security  upon  them  before  they  are  seized  ?  To  hold  so  would  not 
do  much  violence  to  the  words,  but  to  ascertain  the  intentions  of 
the  Legislature,  let  us  look  at  the  course  of  legislation  on  the  sub- 
ject. Until  the  statute  of  Jac.  I.,  the  goods  might  be  seized  if 
there  was  no  act  of  bankruptcy  before  the  teste  of  the  writ,  but  by 
that  statute  the  assignee  was  to  take,  unless  they  had  been  seized 
before  an  act  of  bankruptcy;  and  so  matters  went  on  till  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Act  of  1845),  which  made  an  execution  void  as  against  the 
assignee  unless  levied  by  seizure  and  sale.  The  law,  then,  having 
for  so  long  a  period  been  that  seizure  was  necessary,  and  then  hav- 
ing been  altered  so  as  to  make  sale  as  well  as  seizure  necessary,  it 
is  not  likely  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  make  such  a  change 
as  that  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  should  be  enough.  And 
I  think  that  if  we  take  the  literal  meaning  of  the  words  used,  the 
Legislature  has  not  said  it.  A  mere  right  to  seize  property  cannot 
properly  be  called  a  security ;  and  I  think  that  the  proviso  only 
applies  to  cases  where  the  creditor  has  the  absolute  property  or 
a  special  property  in  goods,  not  a  mere  right  to  seize  them.  The 
result  is,  that  the  trustee  is  entitled,  and  the  appeal  must  be  dis- 
missed with  costs. 

Sir  W.  M.  James,  L.  J. :  — 

I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

Tlie  riding  cii^c  nf  GUes  v.  Grover  was  referred  to  in  the  notes  to 
Hex  V.  Cotton,  Xo.  5  of  ''  Crown,"  8  R.  C.  181,  199.  The  position  of 
tlic  Crown,  claiming  under  an  execution,  seems  sufficiently  elucidated 
by  tlie  reproduction  of  Rex  v.  Cotton  and  the  notes,  and  the  abridg- 
ment of  GUes  V.  Grover.     The  Crown,  however,  is  bound  to  a  certain 
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extent  by  the  provisions  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883  (4()  Sf  47  Vict, 
c.  52),  s.  150,  whicli  enucts:  "Save  as  lierein  provided  tlie  provisions 
of  this  Act  relating  to  the  remedies  against  tlu'  property  of  a  dfhtor, 
the  priorities  of  debts,  tlie  effect  of  a  composition  or  sclienie  of  arrange- 
ment, and  the  effect  of  a  discharge  sliall  bind  the  Crown."  Tlie 
excepted  cases  are,  (1)  debts  on  a  recognisance.  (2)  debts  for  which 
he  is  chargeable  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown  or  of  any  person  for  any 
offence  against  a  statute  relating  to  any  branch  of  the  i>ublic  revenue, 
(3)  liability  upon  a  bail  bond  entered  into  for  the  appearance  of  a 
person  prosecuted  for  such  an  offence.  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883,  s.  30. 
The  Treasurj^  may  consent  to  an  order  for  discharge  extending  to  the 
excepted  matters.     Ibid. 

The  provisions  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  relating  to  executions  against 
goods  were  modified  by  the  Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act,  185G  (19 
&  20  Vict.  c.  97),  s.  1,  and  these  statutory  provisions  are  now  sub- 
stantially reproduced  iu  the  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  1893  (oQ  &  57  Vict.  c. 
71),  s.  26.  The  enactment  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  (29  Car.  II.  c.  3, 
s.  16)  w^as  as  follows  :  '*  No  writ  of  fieri  facias  or  other  writ  of  execution 
shall  bind  the  i)roperty  of  the  goods  against  whom  such  writ  of  execu- 
tion is  sued  forth,  but  from  the  time  that  such  writ  shall  be  delivered 
to  the  sheriiT,  under-sheriff  or  coroners,  to  be  executed;  and  for  the 
l»etter  manifestation  of  the  said  time,  the  sheriff,  under-sheriff  and 
coroners,  their  deputies  and  agents,  shall  upon  the  receipt  of  an^'  such 
writ  (without  fee  for  doing  the  same),  endorse  upon  the  back  thereof 
the  day  of  the  month  or  year  whereon  he  or  they  received  the  same." 
The  enactment  of  the  Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act  (19  &  20  Vict, 
c.  97,  s.  1)  is  as  follows  :  ''No  writ  oi  fieri  facias  or  other  writ  of  exe- 
cution, and  no  writ  of  attachment  against  the  goods  of  a  debtor,  shall 
prejudice  the  title  to  such  goods  acquired  by  any  person  I mn a  fide  and 
for  a  valuable  consideration  before  the  actual  seizure  or  attachment 
thereof  by  virtue  of  such  writ;  provided  such  })ersou  had  not,  at  the 
time  when  he  acquired  such  title,  notice  that  such  writ  or  any  other 
writ  by  virtue  of  which  the  goods  of  such  owner  might  be  seized  or 
attached,  had  been  delivered  to  and  remained  unexecuted  in  the  hands 
of  the  sheriff,  under-sheriff,  or  coroner."  The  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  1893, 
formally  rej)ea]ed  these  enactments,  but  by  s.  26  of  that  Act  they  are 
in  terms  re-enacted,  with  the  difference  that  the  farmer  enactment  is 
enat;t(Ml  in  positives  instead  of  negativ(>  terms  thus:  "A  writ  oi  fieri 
facias  .  .  .  shall  bind  the  property  ...  as  from  the  time,"  &c.,  and 
tliat  the  sheriff  is  to  indorse  n]ton  the  writ  the  hour  as  well  as  the 
day,  &c.,  when  he   received   it. 

The  new  provision  re(piiriiig  the   indorsement  of  the   hour  when   the 
writ  was  delivered,  appears  to  be  only  material  for  the  pur[»oses  of  evi- 
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flence.  The  issue  and  enfovcpiiient  of  a  writ  of  execution  out  of  the 
Iligli  Court  is  ail  act  of  the  party.  Jiarkcr  v.  <SV.  Quiiitiii  (1844),  12 
M.  &  W.  441,  1  DowL  &  L.  542,  13  L.  J.  Ex.  144.  Tin-  Court  would 
accordingly  take  notice  of  fractions  of  a  day,  and  iiujuirc  at  what  pre- 
cise period  it  was  tested,  delivered,  or  executed.      Hinl  v.  lUiss  (1843), 

0  Man.  &  Gr.  143,  6.  Scott,  N.  R.  928;  Clarke  v.  Jii-adlavr//,  (C.  x\. 
1881),  8  Q.  r..  I).  (53,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  1,  46  L.  T.  41),  30  W.  K.  53.  A 
County  Court  warrant  also  is  not  issued  by  the  Court  mero  iiiotii.  hut 
"at  the  request  of  the  party  ])rosecutiug  "  a  judgment  or  order. 
County  Courts  Act,  1888  (51  &  52  Vict.  c.  43),  s.  14(5.  As  between 
competing  executions  issuing  out  of  tlie  High  Court  and  County  Courts, 
the  right  to  the  goods  seized  is  determined  "  by  the  priority  of  the 
time  of  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  to  be  executed,  or  of  the 
application  to  the  registrar  for  the  issue  of  the  warrant  to  be  executed. 
Ibid.  s.  152. 

The  alteration  effected  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  not  made  for 
the  benefit  of  the  execution  debtor,  and  against  him  the  writ  is  binding 
from  the  date  of  the  teste.  Accordingly  it  has  been  settled  that  a  writ 
oi  fi.fa.  may  be  executed  against  the  goods  of  a  deceased  judgment 
debtor,  if  tested  before  his  death,  without  reviving  the  judgment 
against  the  personal  representatives.    Waghonie  v.  Lmicpnend.  (1796), 

1  Bos.  &  P.  571,  4  R.  R.  739.  8o,  too,  the  death  of  tlie  judgment 
creditor,  after  seizure  and  before  sale,  did  not  abate  the  writ  of  execu- 
tion, and  entitle  the  judgment  debtor  to  restitution.  Clerh  v.  Withers 
(K.  B.  affirming  C.  P.  1705),  2  Ld.  Raym.  1072,  1  Salk  .322  (and  see 
p.  555,  supra). 

As  between  competing  execution  creditors  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was 
imperative  and  the  sheriff  was  bound  to  execute  the  writs  according  to 
the  priority  of  dates  on  which  they  were  delivered.  HutcJiiHson  v. 
Johnston  (1787),  1  T.  R.  729,  1  R.  R.  380;  Jones  v.  Athertoii  (1816), 
7  Taunt.  56,  2  Marsh.  375,  17  R.  R.  443;  Saivle  v.  Fai, titer  (1822), 
1  Dowl.  &  Ry.  307,  24  R.  R.  659.  But  where  the  sheriff  sold  under  the 
second  execution  aiid  paid  the  money  over  to  the  execution  creditor  on 
whose  behalf  the  seizure  was  made,  an  unsatisfied  execution  creditor 
entitled  to  priority  could  not  follow  the  goods  into  the  hands  of  the 
purchaser,  but  had  a  remedy  against  the  sheriff  for  a  false  return.  The 
leading  authoritj-  is  Smalleomh  v.  Cross  (1697),  1  Ld.  Raym.  32(t. 
1  Salk.  320,  Com.  35.  Other  authorities  on  the  same  subject  are  lliibot 
V.  Peckham  (1779),  1  T.  R.  731,  n.,  1  R.  R.  382,  u.:  Payne  v.  l>ren-e 
(1804),  4  East,  522.  But  an  execution  creditor  might  lose  his  priority 
by  delay  or  conduct  amounting  to  a  withdrawal  of  the  writ:  Paijne  v. 
Drewe,  supra,  Bunt  v.  IIoo2jer  (1844),  12  M.  &  AV.  604,  13  L.  J.  Ex. 
183.     A^  here  the   earlier  writs    are    void  against    creditors,  under  the 
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statute  of  13  Elizabeth,  c.  5,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  disregard 
those  writs  and  to  execute  the  first  writ  that  is  valid.  Iinraif  v.  Mag- 
nay  (1843),  11  M.  &  W.  267,  12  L.  J.  Ex.  188.  So  too  where  there 
was  a  seizure  under  successive  writs  of  fi.  fa.,  and  the  judgment  upon 
which  the  first  writ  was  issued  was  set  aside,  the  execution  creditor 
who  issued  the  second  writ  was  held  to  he  in  the  same  position  as  if  his 
writ  had  been  the  first  delivered.  Goldschmidt  v.  HaniJet  (1843), 
(i  Alan.  &  Gr.  187,  1  Dowl.  &  L.  501,  6  Scott,  N.  E.  962,  12  L.  J.  C.  P. 
304. 

It  maj'  be  mentioned,  although  the  matter  belongs  rather  to  the  law 
relating  to  sheriffs,  that  the  sheriff  must  obey  the  exigence  of  the  writ, 
although  the  judgment  may  be  impeached  for  error.  Gold  v.  Strode 
(1670),  Carth.  148,  3  Mod.  374.  But  the  contrary  rule  obtains  where 
the  judgment  could  be  impeached  by  the  judgment  debtor  as  being 
absolutely  void.  Lane  v.  Chapmai)  (1840),  11  A.  &  E.  96(),  1  Gale 
&  D.  523,  9  L.  J.  Q.  15.  239.  Ami  where  a  sheriff  has  executed  a  writ 
in  a  liberty  where  others  have  the  exclusive  privilege  of  executing 
process,  the  execution  is  not  void  and  the  sheriff  would,  in  the  case  of 
nfi.fa.,  give  up  possession  at  his  peril.  Phjcjott  v.  7r/7/.-e.s- (1820),  .3  B. 
&  Aid.  502. 

The  latter  of  the  above  principal  cases  {Ex  parte  Will  la  ins.  In  re 
Davies),  as  well  as  the  case  of  Slater  v.  Pinder,  there  referred  to, 
were  decided  under  an  enactment  (under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  of  1869) 
which  has  since  been  altered.  The_v  are,  however,  instructive  upon  the 
effect,  apart  from  more  explicit  enactment,  of  the  seizure  by  the  sheriff. 
Slater  Y.  Binder  in  effect  decided  that  a  creditor  under  whose/?. /c/.  the 
sheriff  had  seized,  but  not  sold,  was  "•  a  creditor  holding  a,  security  " 
within  section  12.  The  words  "holding  a  security'*'  were  the  words 
used  in  the  9th  section  of  21  Jac.  I.  c.  19,  referred  to  in  the  judg- 
ments of  the  former  of  the  principal  cases.  And  it  was  Iield  in  Slater 
V.  Finder,  as  it  was  in  effect  admitted  in  the  judguients  of  the 
majority  in  Giles  Vi  Grover,  that  for  the  purposes  of  the  Bankruptcy 
Acts,  the  creditor  (although  not  having  any  property  general  or  sjjecial) 
was  secured  by  the  seizure  under  which  the  goods  were  taken  into  th(> 
custody  of  the  law.  The  int(U-mediate  liankrnptcy  Act  (of  1849,  by 
s.  184)  had  made  it  necessary  that  bef(n-e  an  execution  creditor  could 
obtain  the  benefit  of  his  security,  the  sheriff  who  had  seized  must  also 
have  sold  before  the  filing  of  the  petition,  and  tliis  rule  is  to  a  certain 
extent  reverted  to  under  the  recent  and  now  subsisting  Acts. 

The  following  are  the  provisions  of  the  Bankruptcy  Acts,  1883  and 
1890  (47  &  48  Vict.  c.  52;  53  &  54  Vict.  c.  71),  relating  to  execu- 
tions. By  the  Act  of  1890,  s.  11:  ''  Wlure  any  goods  of  a  debtor  are 
taken   in  execution  and  before  the   sale  tlieiH'of,   or  the   completion   of 


K.  C.  VOL.  XI.]  EXECUTION.  62; 


Nos.  1,  2.  —  Giles  v.  Grover;  Ex  parte  Williams,  In  re  Davies.  —  Notes. 

the  receipt  or  recovery  of  the  full  umount  of  the  levy,  notice  is  served 
on  the  sheriff  tlitit  a  receiving  order  has  bt^en  made  against  the  debtor, 
the  sheriff  shall,  on  r<'(juest,  deliver  tlie  goods  and  any  money  seized  or 
received  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  execution  to  the  official  receiver,  but 
the  costs  of  the  execution  shall  be  a  first  cliarge  on  the  goods  o,r  money 
so  delivered,  and  the  official  receiver  or  trustee  may  sell  the  goods,  or 
an  adequate  part  thereof,  for  the  pur[)ose  of  satisfying  the  cliarge": 
subs.  1.  ''Where  under  an  execution  in  respect  of  a  judgment  for  a 
sum  exceeding  £20,  the  goods  of  a  debtor  are  sold  or  money  is  paid  in 
order  to  avoid  a  sale,  the  sheriff  shall  deduct  his  costs  of  the  execution 
from  the  proceeds  of  sale  or  the  money  paid,  and  retain  the  balance  for 
14  daj's,  and  if  within  that  time  notice  is  served  on  him  of  a  bank- 
ruptcy petition  having  been  presented  against  or  by  the  debtor,  and  a 
receiving  order  is  made  thereon  or  on  any  other  petition  of  which  the 
sheriff  has  notice,  the  sheriff  shall  pay  the  balance  to  the  official 
receiver,  or,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  the  trustee,  who  shall  be  entitled 
to  retain  the  same  as  against  the  execution  creditor  "  :  subs.  2.  By  the 
Act  of  1883,  sect.  4G,  subs.  3:  "  An  execution  levied  by  seizure  and  sale 
on  the  goods  of  a  debtor  is  not  invalid  by  reason  only  of  its  being  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  and  a  person  who  purchases  the  goods  in  good  faith 
under  a  sale  by  the  sheriff  shall  in  all  cases  acquire  a  good  title  to 
them  against  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy."  It  has  been  held  by  the  full 
Court  of  Appeal,  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1869,  which  contained 
similar  provisions  to  those  set  out  above,  that  an  execution  bj'  seizure 
and  sale  for  a  sum  exceeding  the  statutory  amount  was  not  void 
although  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Accordingh^,  if  an  execution  creditor 
had  no  notice  of  a  prior  act  of  baidiruptcy,  and  no  notice  of  a  petition 
for  an  adjudication  was  given  to  the  sheriff  within  14  days  after  the 
sale,  the  execution  creditor  was  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  sale  not- 
withstanding a  supervening  bankruptcy.  Ex  jvirte  rUlars,  In  re 
Rogers  (Ch.  App.  1874),  L.  E.,  9  Ch.  432,  43  L.  J.  P,k.  7(3.  30  L.  T. 
348,  20  W.  E.  603.  But  the  holding  of  goods  taken  in  execution  by 
the  sheriff  for  21  da3-s  —  a  new  act  of  bankruptcy  under  the  Act  of 
1890  —  defeats  the  creditor's  title  as  against  the  debtor's  trustee  in 
bankruptcy.  Burns-Burns'  Trustee  x.Brotcu  (G.  A.  1894),  1895,  1  Q. 
B.  324,  64  L.  J.  Q.  B.  248,  71  L.  T.  825.  43  W.  E.  195.  In  the 
computation  of  the  21  days,  the  day  on  which  the  seizure  takes  ])lace  is 
excluded.  IJx  2)(irte  Hasluck,  In  re  Xort/i  (C.  A.  1895),  1895,  2  Q. 
B.  264,  64  L.  J.  Q.  B.  695,  72  L.  T.  854. 

A  payment  made  by  a  third  person  to  avoid  possession  being  taken 
of  the  judgment  debtors  goods,  is  not  within  the  Bankruptcy  Act, 
1890,  s.  11,  subs.  2.  Bower  v.  Iletf  (C.  A.  1895),  1895.  2  Q.  B.  337, 
G4  L.  J.  Q.   B.  772.  73  L.  T.  176,  44   W.  E.   4.     It   has  yet  to  be 
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decided  whether  a  payment  made  hy  a  tliird  person  to  avoid  a  sale  is 
within  the  section,  or  wliether  the  Court  will  regard  the  section  as 
intended  to  apply  oii]y  to  a  payment  by  the  judgment  debtor.  The 
generality  of  the  expression  requiring  delivery  of  the  writ  of  fi.  fa.  in 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  it  may  be  observed,  was  restricted  by  taking  into 
consideration  the  object  for  which  the  statute  was  passed.  See  Way- 
home  V.  Langmead  (1796),  1  Bos.  &  V.  571,  4  E.  K,  739;  Clerk  v. 
Withers  (1705),  2  Ld.  Eaym.  1072,  1  Salk,  322, 

The  appointment  and  rights  of  an  official  receiver  and  trustee  in  bank- 
ruptcy were  dealt  with  in  the  notes  to  Selkrig  v.  Davis,  4  E,  C.  33,  53. 

It  is  also  to  be  noted  that  on  the  making  of  a  receiving  order,  "  no 
creditor  to  whom  the  debtor  is  indebted  in  respect  of  any  debt  provable 
in  the  bankruptcy  shall  have  any  remedy  against  the  property  or 
person  of  the  debtor  in  respect  of  the  debt,  or  shall  commence  nwy 
action  or  other  legal  [»roceedings  unless  with  the  leave  of  the  Court," 
JJankruptcy  Act,  1883,  s.  9,  subs.  1,  This  section  is  made  apj^licable 
to  the  Crown  with  certain  exceptions.  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883,  ss.  30, 
150, 

There  seems  to  be  no  direct  authority  respecting  the  limits  of  the 
sheriff's  liability  to  "deliver  the  goods  or  any  money  seized  or 
received  "  to  the  official  receiver  on  demand  under  the  Bankruptcy 
Act,  1890.  s,  11  (1).  It  may,  however,  be  assumed  that  the  decisions 
respecting  what  constituted  a  seizure  within  the  meaning  of  repealed 
statutes  relating  to  executions,  being  in  part  materia,  will  be  followed. 
There  could  be  a  constructive  seizure.  Thus  the  seizure  of  a  house  or 
a  wharf  has  been  held  to  be  a  seizure  of  the  goods  in  it.  Cole  v.  Davies 
(1698),  1  Ld.  Eaym.  724,  per  Lord  Holt,  C.  J.  ;  Swann  v.  Earl  Fal- 
viouth  (1828),  SB,  &  C.  456,  2  Man.  &  Ey.  534,  6  L.  J.  K.  B.  374; 
Bird  v.  Bass  (1843),  6  INIan.  &  Gr.  143,  6  Scott,  N.  E.  928.  The 
principle  was  again  applied  in  Gladstone  v.  Padwick  (1872),  L.  E.,  6 
Ex.  203,  40  L.  J,  Ex.  154,  25  L,  T.  96,  19  \\.  E.  1064,  In  that 
case  an  under-sheriff  executed  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  at  a  mansion-house,  and 
hifoi'ined  all  tlie  persons  there,  in<duding  tlie  steward  of  the  estate, 
that  all  the  goods  on  the  estate  were  seized.  This  seizure  was  held  to 
extend  to  goods  on  a  farm  worked  by  the  judgment  debtor  in  the  neigli- 
bourhood  of  the  mansion-house.  But  in  these  cases  the  sheriff  had 
possession  of  part  by  his  bail iif.  Where  a  sh(M-iff  retires  from  ])osses- 
sion  after  seizure  he  is  regarded  as  never  having  sei^ced.  Blades  v. 
Arundalr  (1813),  1  M,  &  S.  711.  14  E.  E.  r^,.  Ex  jynrte  Hall,  In  re 
Tmmisend  (C.  A.  1880),  14  Ch.  IX  132,  42  L.  T.  162,  28  W.  E.  556. 

The  following  decisions  illustrates  the  rule  that  the  goods  are  in  the 
custody  of  the  law.  Jones  v.  Athe.rton  (1816).  7  Taunt.  56,  2  Marsh. 
375.  17  \{.  E,  442;  Sairle  v.  Pagufrr  (1822),  1  Dowl.  &  Ey.  ,307.  21 
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Pv.  E.  659  ;  Samuel  v.  Duke  (1838),  3  M.  &  W.  622,  7  L.  J.  Ex.  177: 
Woodland  y.  FuUcr  (1840),  11  A.  &  E.  850,  3  Per.  &  1).  570,  9  1..  -). 
i.\.  B.  181.  Under  tlie  old  execution  liy  I'a.  sa.,  wliei-e  a  [larty  wus 
iirrested  by  tlie  sheritt'  he  was  deemed  to  be  in  execution  in  all  acti(»ns 
in  whicli  writs  liad  been  delivered  to  tlie  sheriff.  Collins  v.  Yeirens 
(1839),  10  A.  &  E.  570,  2  P.  &  D.  439,  8  L.  J.  Q.  15.  332,  3  Jur.951. 
And  subsequent  detainers  justified  the  retaining  of  the  prisoner  in 
custody  altliough  arrested  on  an  irregular  writ:  WrUjlit  v.  Stanford 
(1841)',  1  Dowl.  (K  S.)  272,  10  L.  J.  Q.  P.  42  and  note,  G  Jur.  130; 
unless  the  party  lodging  the  detainer  was  connected  with  the  person 
Avho  sued  out  the  irregular  writ.      Collins  v.    Yeivens,  supra. 

The  rule  that  upon  seizure  the  goods  are  in  custodia  lerjis  is  not  to 
be  understood  as  excluding  the  idea  of  a  right  in  the  sheriff.  In 
respect  of  his  possession  the  sheriff  may  maintain  trespass  or  trover: 
Wilbraham  v.  Snow,  2  Wms.  8aund.  87,  ed.  1871 .  Put  a  sheriff  who 
Jias  relinquished  his  possession  cannot  maintain  tresjiass.  Blades  v. 
Arumlale  (1813),  1  M.  &  8.  711,  14  P.  P.  555.  And  it  would  seem 
that  the  right  to  bring  an  action  of  trover  would  likewise  de[)end  upon 
possession.  Gordon  v.  Harper  (1796),  7  T.  P.  9,  4  P.  P,  369.  Pos- 
session taken  by  a  bailiff  would  be  sufficient,  as  the  possession  of  the 
servant  is  the  possession  of  the  master.  Hopkinson  v.  Gibson  (1805), 
2  Smith,  202,  8  P.  P.  709.  The  doubt  expressed  by  L.vwkexck,  J.,  in 
that  case,  whether  the  rule  is  the  same  in  trespass,  is  not  well  founded, 
for  in  an  indictment  for  larceny  (which  depended  on  the  same  principles 
as  trespass  de  bonis  aspiortatis)  the  property  was  rightly  laid  in  the 
master.  Rex  v.  Wilkins  (1789), Leach,  Cr.  Cas.  520,  3  P.  P.  718. 
The  servant  of  the  judgment  debtor  should  not  be  appointed  bailiff,  as 
the  possession  will  then  continue  in  the  judgment  debtor.  Jackson  v. 
Irvin  (1809),  2  Camp.  48,  11  P.  P.  658.  A  sheriff  who  had  once 
seized  under  iiji.  fn.  was  the  proper  person  to  sell,  even  after  the  deter- 
mination of  his  office.  Clerk  v.  Withers  (1705),  2  Pd.  Paym.  1072, 
1074;  6  Mod.  695,  per  Lord  Holt,  C.  J.,  cited,  as  settled  law  in  Doe 
d.  Sterens  v.  Donston  (1818),  1  B.  &  Aid.  230,  19  P.  P.  300,  per  Lord 
Ellenborougii,  C.  J.  A  sheriff  whose  office  had  expired  might 
accordingly  maintain  trover:  Bam  ford  v.  Baron  (1788),  2  T.  R.  594, 
n..  1  IP  P.  551,  n.  A  distress  for  rent  —  iisually  placed  in  the  same 
category  as  an  execution  —  differed  from  an  execution  in  this  respect. 
Turner  v.  Ford  (1846),  15  ]\r.  &  W.  212, 15  L.  J.  Ex.  215.  The  law  has 
since  been  modified,  as  will  be  mentioned  in  the  notes  to  the  next  case. 

The  bailiff  selling  under  s.  156  of  the  County  Courts  Act,  1888,  gives 
a  good  title  to  the  purchasers  against  any  claimant  who  had  not  com- 
plied with  the  conditions  of  that  section.  Goodlock  v.  Cousins  (10 
Dec.  1896),  66  L.  J.  Q.  ]?.  101. 
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AMERICAN   NOTES. 

The  first  branch  of  the  Rule  is  recognized  as  the  law  of  this  country. 
Palmer  Y.  Clark,  2  Devereux  Law  (Nor.  Car.),  8.54;  21  Am.  Dec.  340  ;  Hanson 
V.  Barnes'  Lessee,  8  Gill  &  Johnson  (Maryland),  o59 ;  22  Am.  Dec.  322 ;  Jones  v. 
Jones,  1  Bland  (Maryland  Chancery),  443 ;  IS  Am.  Dec.  327 ;  Green  v.  John- 
son, 2  Hawks  (Nor.  Car.),  309;  11  Am.  Dec.  763;  State  \.  Ferrell,  63  North 
Carolina,  640  ;  Battle  v.  Bering,  7  Yerger  (Tennessee),  529;  27  Am.  Dec.  526; 
Union  Bank  v.  McClung,  9  Humphrey  (Tennessee),  91.  "  This  is  an  old  rule 
of  the  common  law,  founded  on  the  reason  that  as  executions  could  issue 
only  against  goods  which  might,  if  not  so  bound,  be  sold  by  the  party,  he 
would  thus  be  able  to  evade  what  is  termed  the  life  of  the  law,  its  elfect  and 
fruit."  Green  v.  Johnson,  2  Hawks  (Nor.  Car.),  309;  11  Am.  Dec.  763; 
Edwards  v.  Thompson,  85  Tennessee,  720  ;  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  807.  See  note,  86 
Am.  Dec.  782. 

But  in  Tennessee  the  rule  is  not  applied  against  hondjide  purchasers  prior 
to  the  actual  rendition  of  the  judgment.  Berry  v.  Clements,  9  Humj)hrey,  312  ; 
nor  to  executions  out  of  .Justices'  Courts.     Parker  v.  Swan,  1  Humphrey,  SO. 

The  common-law  precedence  of  the  King's  execution  was  explicitly  recog- 
nized in  Jones  v.  Jones,  supra. 

But  generally  by  statute  following  29  Car.  II.  c.  3,  s.  16,  the  lien  of  exe- 
cution attached  only  upon  delivery  to  the  sheriff.  Beats  \.  Guernsey,  8 
Johnson  (New  York),  446  ;  5  Am.  Dec.  348.  "  This  statute  was  adopted  very 
generally  on  this  side  of  the  Atlantic,  and  while  it  is  steadily  giving  way 
before  statutory  provisions  under  which  the  lien  of  executions  is  entirely 
abolished,  it  is  still  substantially  the  law  in  about  half  of  the  States." 
1  Freeman  on  Executions,  sec.  200. 


No.  3.  —  SEMAYNES   CASE. 

(MICH.,   2   .T.\C.    I.,  1G04.) 
RULE. 

A  man's  bouse  is  liis  castle,  and  it  is  not  lawful  for  the 
sheriff  to  break  into  it,  in  order  to  execute  process  upon 
the  person  or  goods  of  tbe  occupier,  at  tbe  suit  of  tbe 
subject. 

But,  to  execute  process  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  or  to 
execute  a  writ  of  possession  obtained  upon  a  judgment  for 
the  recovery  of  land,  the  sheriff  may  break  open  the 
house,  but  in  the  former  case  he  must  signify  the  cause  of 
his  coming,  and  rocpiest  that  the  door  shall  be  opened. 
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Semaynes  Case. 

")  Co.  Rfji.  "J  I  a. -It:;  1j. 

ExecHiiou.  —  Rights  and  Duties:  of  Sheriff.  —  ••  A  inun'.s  house  is  his  castle." 

Resolced:  1.  Tlie  house  of  every   one  i.s    liis  castle,   ami    if  thieves  [!M  a.] 
come  to  a  man's  house  to  rob  or  murder,  and  the  owner  or  his  servants 
kill  any  of  the  thieves  in  defence  of  himself  and  hi.s  house,  it  is  no  felony  and  he 
sliall  h)se  notliing. 

2.  Where  any  house  is  recovered  by  any  real  action,  ov  ejectiune  finnce,  the 
sheriff  may  break  the  liou.se  and  deliver  the  seisin  or  jiossession. 

3.  In  all  cases  where  the  King  is  party,  the  slieriff  may  break  the  house, 
either  to  arrest  or  do  other  execution  of  the  Kiuii's  process,  if  he  cannot  other- 
wise enter.  But  he  ought  tinst  to  signify  the  cause  of  his  coming,  and  make 
request  to  open  the  doors. 

4.  Where  the  door  is  opeu  the  slieriff  may  enter,  and  do  execiitiou  at  tlie 
sttit  of  a  subject,  and  so  also  in  such  case  may  the  Innl,  and  distrain  for  liis  rent 
or  service. 

It  is  not  lawful  for  tlie  slieritf,  on  re((uest  made  and  denial,  at  tlie  suit  of  a 
common  person,  to  hrealc  the  defendant's  house,  scil.  to  execute  any  process  at 
the  suit  of  a  subject. 

.").  The  house  of  any  one  is  c)nly  a  privilege  for  himself,  and  does  not  extend 
to  protect  any  person  who  Hies  to  his  house,  or  tlie  goods  of  any  other  which  are 
brought  there,  to  prevent  a  lawful  execution  and  to  esca}ie  the  process  of  the 
law  :   in  such  cases  after  recpiest  and  denial,  the  sheriff  may  break  the  house. 

G.  If  the  sheriff  might  break  op<Mi  the  door  to  execute  civil  process?,  yet  it 
must  be  after  request  nuide. 

i".  The  i\\\i.'^A\.'nn\  pv(smissoruiii  noti  ignurus  is  not  sufficient,  where  notice  is 
material. 

Ill  an  action  on  the  case  Ly  Peter  Semayiie,  plaintiff,  and  Pdeliard 
Gresham,  defendant,  the  case  was  such ;  the  defendant  and  one 
George  Berisford  were  joint-tenants  of  a  house  in  Bkickfriars  in 
London  for  year.s.  George  Berisford  acknowledged  a  recognisance 
in  the  nature  of  a  statute-staple  to  the  plaintiff,  and  heing  pos- 
sessed of  divers  goods  in  the  said  house  died,  hy  whiedi  the  defend- 
ant was  possessed  of  the  hou.se  hy  survivorship,  in  which  the  goods 
continued  and  remained  ;  the  plaintift"  sued  process  of  extent  on 
the  statute  to  the  sheriffs  of  London ;  the  sheriffs  returned  the 
conusor  dead,  on  wliicli  tlie  plaintiff  had  another  writ  to  extend  all 
the  lands  which  he  had  at  tlie  time  of  the  statute  acknowledged, 
or  at  any  time  after,  and  all  his  goods  which  he  had  at  the  day  of 
his  death  ;  which  writ  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  tlie  sheriffs  of 
London,  and   told   them  that  divers  goods,  which  were   the   said 


630  EXECUTION. 


No.  3.  —  Semayne's  Case,  5  Co.  Sep.  91  a,  91  b. 


George  Berisfoid's  at  the  time  of  his  death,  were  in  the  said  house ; 
and  thereupon  the  sheriffs,  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ,  charged  a 
jury  to  make  inquiry  according  to  the  said  writ,  and  the  sheriffs 
and  jury  acccs>icrant  ad  duniuin.  i^rcedictam  ostio  domns  prcedict' 
a2Mrto  existeii    d  bonis  privdictis  in  prcedicta  domo   tunc   existen', 

and  they  offered  to  enter  the  said  house,  to  extend  the 
[*  91  b.]  *  goods  according  to  the  said  writ;    and  the  defendant 

prccinissorum  non  ^^warits,  intending  to  disturb  the  execu- 
tion (yi-^w  ^ra'f/'  damns  tnvic  aperto  existen  ,  da udehat  contra  vicccoin 
d-  jurator  prced' ;  whereby  they  couhl  not  come,  and  extend  the  said 
goods,  nor  the  slieriff  seize  them,  by  whicli  he  h^st  the  benefit  and 
profit  of  his  writ,  &e.     And  in  this  case  these  points  were  resolved. 

1.  That  the  house  of  every  one  is  to  him  as  his  castle  and  for- 
tress, as  well  for  his  defence  against  injury  and  violence,  as  for  his 
repose ;  and  although  the  life  of  man  is  a  thing  precious  and 
favoured  in  law ;  so  that  although  a  man  kills  another  in  liis 
defence,  or  kills  one  per  iiifortun,  without  any  intent,  yet  it  is 
felony,  and  in  such  case  he  shall  forfeit  his  goods  and  chattels  ^ 
for  the  great  regard  which  the  law  has  to  a  man's  life  ;  but  if 
thieves  come  to  a  man's  house  to  rol)  him,  or  murder,  and  the 
owner  or  his  servants  kill  any  of  the  thieves  in  defence  of  himself 
and  his  house,  it  is  not  felony,  and  he  shall  lose  nothing.^  And 
therewith  agree  3  Ed.'  IIL,  Coron.  :'.03  and  30."),  and  26  Ass.  pi.  23. 
So  it  is  held  in  21  Hen.  VII.  39,  every  one  may  assemble  his  friends 
and  neiu'hbours  to  defend  his  house  against  violence  :  but  he  can- 
not  assemble  them  to  go  with  him  to  the  market,  or  elsewhere  for 
his  safeguard  against  violence :  and  the  reason  of  all  this  is, 
because  domics  sua  cuique  est  tutissimum  refnyium. 

2.  It  was  resolved,  when  any  house  is  recovered  by  any  real 
a(;tion,  or  ejceiioiic  fir  mac,  the  sheriff  may  break  the  house  and 
deliver  the  seisin  or  possession  to  the  demandant  or  pi.,  for  the 
words  of  the  writ  are,  liaherc  facias  seisinam  or  possessionem,  &c. , 
and  after  judgment  it  is  not  the  house  in  light  and  judgment  of 
law  of  the  tenant  or  defendant.  , 

'  'riiis  position   is  l:iiil  down  nmcli  too  tlie   partT's   cliattels  was   ever    incurred. 

l)roa<li\-  ;tlifrean'  many  cases  in  wliicli  tlio  Foster,  287.     I    Hale.  1'.  C.  477,  Hawk.  I*. 

killing  anotlior  sc  defemleiulo,  or  jier  in/or-  C.  ».  I,  chaj).  27,  n.  '2,  fliaji.  •'57,  4  Black. 

tuiiiiiiii,  will  not  ]h;  considered  by  the  law  Conini.  188. 

to  be  felony,  and  it  in  dovihted  by  Foster,  '^  'llie  same  law  of  h,  lodj^er  or  sojourner 

.1.,  wlietlier  in  cases  of  lioinicidf^  ;»r>- /h/o;--  in    tlu;   bouse.      Cooper's    Case,  Cro.   (^ar. 

tiiiiiinii  or  .s"  (lcfinilindii,:\,  forfciriire  of  iill  .">44,  1   Hale,  P.  ('.  487. 
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.").  In  all  cases  when  the  Khv^  is  paity,  the  sherilf  (if  the  doors 
be  not  opeu^  may  break  the  party's  house,  either  to  arrest  him,  or 
to  do  other  execution  of  the  King's  process,  if  otherwise  he  cannot 
enter.  But  l)efore  he  breaks  it,  he  ought  to  signify  the  cause  of 
his  coming,  and  to  make  request  to  open  docjrs  ;  ^  and  that  appears 
well  by  the  stat.  of  Westm.  1,  c,  17  (which  is  but  an  atiirmance  of 
the  common  law)  as  hereafter  appears,  for  the  law  without  a 
default  in  the  owner  abhors  the  destruction  or  breaking  of  any 
house  (which  is  for  the  habitation  and  safety  of  man)  by  which 
great  damage  and  inconvenience  might  ensue  to  the  party,  when 
no  default  is  in  him  ;  for  perhaps  he  did  not  know  of  the  process, 
of  which,  if  he  had  notice,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  he  would  obey 
it,  and  that  appears  by  the  book  in  18  Ed.  II.  Execut.  2.32,  where 
it  is  said,  that  the  King's  officer  who  comes  to  do  execution,  &c.,  mav 


^  The  di.-*tiiietiou  taken  in  this  ca.^^e 
(vide  post,  92  b.)  hetweeu  those  cases  iu 
whicli  the  King  and  those  in  wliich  a  eom- 
inou  person  is  party,  is  fully  recognised  in 
Burden  V.  Abhot,  U  P^ast,  157,  [12  \\.  1^ 
473],  and  per  Lord  Eli.exborolgii,  C.  J. 
"  It  stands  perfectly  clear  that  an  execu- 
tion at  the  suit  of  an  individual  cannot  be 
carried  into  effect  by  breaking  open  tlie 
outer  door,"  and  ])er  liAiLEV,  J.  :  '"  In 
every  breach  of  the  peace  the  public  are 
considered  as  interested,  and  the  execu- 
tion of  process  against  the  offender  is  the 
assertion  of  a  public  right,  and  in  all  such 
cases  I  apprehend  that  the  officer  has  a 
right  to  break  open  the  outer  door,  pro- 
vided there  is  a  request  of  admission  first 
made,  and  a  denial  of  the  parties  who  are 
witliin,"  ibid.  In  that  case  it  was  held 
that  process  of  contempt  warranted  the 
breaking  of  the  outer  door  for  the  pur- 
pose of  executing  it,  request  being  first 
made  to  open  the  door  {ride  the  cases 
there  cited).  In  the  execution  of  criminal 
process  against  any  man  in  tiie  case  of  a 
misdemeanour,  it  is  necessary  to  demand 
admittance  before  the  breaking  of  the  outer 
<ioor  of  the  house  can  be  legally  justified. 
Launock  V.  Drown,  2  B.  &  Aid.  .592,  [21  K. 
R.  410].  The  Court  did  not  give  their  opin- 
ion in  that  case,  whether  in  the  case  of 
felony  it  would  be  necessary  to  make  a  pre- 
vious demand  of  admittance  before  break- 
ing open  the  outer  door  ;  the  language  of 
Bailet,   J.,    is  general :    "  Even   in   the 


execution  of  criminal  process  you  must 
demand  admittance  before  you  can  justify 
breaking  open  the  outer  door;  "  and  Lord 
ILvLK,  2  H.  r.  C.  117,  lays  it  down  ex- 
j)res.sly  that  in  case  of  felony  such  pre- 
vious demand  is  necessary;  and  Fostek, 
J.,  in  his  Discourse  on  Homicide,  p.  .3. 
20,  says,  that  in  every  case  where  doors 
may  be  broken  open  in  order  to  arre.st, 
whether  in  cases  criminal  or  civil,  there 
must  be  .such  notification,  demand,  and 
refusal,  before  the  parties  concerned  pro- 
ceed to  that  extremity.  The  rule  that  the 
outer  door  cannot  be  broken  open  iu  exe- 
cuting civil  process,  in  the  case  of  arrest, 
applies  to  arrests  only  in  the  first  instance; 
for  if  a  man,  being  legally  arrested,  escap- 
eth  from  the  officer,  and  taketh  shelter 
though  in  his  own  hou.se,  the  f)fficer  may 
upon  fresh  suit  break  open  doors  in  order 
to  retake  him,  having  first  given  due  notice 
of  his  business  and  demanded  ailmission. 
and  been  refused.  Gcnner  v.  Sparks,  I 
Salk.  79,  G  Mod.  17.3;  White  v.  Wiltshire. 
2  Rolle's  Rep.  1.38  [Palm.  52,  Cro.  Jac. 
555]  ;  Foster,  320.  Mde  Vin.  Ab.  House 
n.  And  this  privilege  is  confined  to  a 
man's  dwelling-house,  or  outhouse  ad- 
joining thereto,  for  the  sheriff  on  a  fieri 
facias  may  break  open  the  door  of  a  barn 
standing  at  a  distance  from  the  dwelling- 
house,  without  re(|ue.sting  tlie  owner  to 
open  tlie  door,  in  the  same  manner  as  he 
may  enter  a  close.  Penton  v.  Brown,  2 
Keij.  698,  1  Sid.  186. 
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open  the  doors  which  are  shut,  and  break  them,  if  he  cannot  have 
the  keys  ;  which  proves,  that  he  ought  tirst  to  demand  them,  7  P^d. 
III.  16.  J.  beats  li.  so  as  he  is  in  danger  of  death,  J.  flies,  and 
thereupon  hue  and  cry  is  made ;  J.  retreats  into  the  house  of  T.  ; 

they  who  pursue  him,^  if  the  house  be  kept  and  defended 
[*  92  a.]  with  force  (which  proves  that  first  request  ought  *  to  be 

made),  may  lawfully  break  the  house  of  T.,for  it  is  at  the 
King's  suit.  27  Ass.  p.  66,  the  King's  bailiff  may  distrain  for  issues 
in  a  sanctuary.  27  (28)  Ass.  p.  35,  by  force  of  a  capias  on  an  in- 
dictment of  trespass  the  sheriff  may  lireak  his  house  to  arrest  him  ; 
but  in  such  case,  if  he  breaks  the  house  when  he  may  enter  with- 
out breaking  it  (that  is,  on  request  made,  or  if  he  may  open  the 
door  without  l)reaking),  he  is  a  trespasser,  41  Ass.  15,  on  issue 
joined  on  a  traverse  of  an  office  in  Cbancery,  venire  facias  was 
awarded  returnable  in  the  King's  Bench,  without  mentioning  non 
omittas  jiToipt'  aliqua'tn  lihertaf ;  yet  forasmuch  as  the  King  is 
party,  the  writ  of  itself  is  non  omittas  lora'pf  aliquam  libcrtat',  9  VA. 
TV.  9  ;  vide  Gilb.  C.  B.  27,  28.  For  felony  or  suspicion  of  felony, 
the  King's  officer  may  break  ^  the  house  to  apprehend  the  felon,  and 
that  for  two  reasons  :  1.  For  the  commonwealth,  for  it  is  for  the 
commonwealth  to  apprehend  felons.  2.  In  every  felony  the  King 
has  interest,  and  where  the  King  has  interest  the  wiit  is  non 
oraiftas  2)roj)fer  aliquam  /ihcrtatcm  ;  and  so  the  liberty  or  privilege 
of  a  house  doth  not  hold  against  the  King. 

4.  In  all  cases  when  the  door  is  open  the  sheriff  may  enter  the 
house,  and  do  execution  at  the  suit  of  any  sultject,  either  of  the 
body,  or  of  the  goods  ;^  and  so  may  the  lord  in  such  case  enter 
the  house  and  distrain  for  his  rent  or  service,  38  Hen.  VI.  26  a,  8 


'    KitluT  witli    or  wltlionr    a   ■\v:uTiuit,  /]ii,inii,  :i   Hus.  &  Pull.  223,  [li  R.  K.  771]. 

:iiid  whether  the  pursuit  is  In-  a  coustahle  So  also  if  tlie  outer  door  is  open,  the  ofH- 

or    private    person.     Hawk.    P.    V.    n.    2,  cer  may   enter  I'onihlv,  eitlier  thn)U.i;ii  an 

chap.  14,  §  7.  inner  door   or  window.     IJai/d  v.   Sam/i- 

2  Ace.  1  Hale,  P.  C.  .583,  but   Hawkins  lands,   8     I'Munt.    250,    2    B.    Moore,    207. 

says,  it  seems  the  hotter  opinion  at  this  [10  P.  P.  :>(»7].     .And  the  officer  nceii  not 

(h'iy  that  no  one  can  justify  the  hreakint,'  <leinaii<l  entrance  at  the    inner  doors  he- 

ojien  outer  doors,  in  order  to  a])prehend  fore  tiiey  are  hroken  open,      lliitih'ninon  \. 

one  wlio  lies  uinlcr  a  i.rohnhle  suspicion  AV/v//,  4  'I'annt   610,  [13  P.  P.  703].    And 

onlv.      Hawk.  P.  (".  n.  2,  chap.  14,  §  7.  if   the   sheriff's  officers  enter    the    house, 

•'  When    the  officers  are  oiu-e   in   the  the  outer  door  being  open,  and  the  owner 

house  thev  may  break  open  any  inner  doors  lock   them    in,   the    sheriff    may    justify 

or  trunks  for  oxeeutiuii  the  writ.     Foster,  breaking  open  the  outer  door  for  setting 

320;    Lcr  \.  Cimai'.l.  f'owp.   1,    r-<irt.   374:  them  at    liberty.      Wliiln   v.    Wills/live,  2 

Astlf;/    V.   /'iiidiir,  ('i>\\]).    7;   Hdlrlif/r   V.  Polle's  Pep.  138. 
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Ell  TI.  Dislr.  21,  and  33  Ed.  III.  Av.nv.  LMO,  the  lord  may  distrain 
in  tlie  house,  although  lands  are  also  lield  in  whicli  he  may  distrain. 
Vide  29  Ass.  40.  But  the  great  question  in  this  case  was,  if  by 
force  of  a  capiat  ov  Jirri  faciaa  at  tlie  suit  dI'  the  party  the  sheiiif, 
after  request  made  to  open  the  door,  and  denial  made,  might  break 
the  defendant's  house  to  do  execution  if  tlie  door  l)e  not  opened. 
And  it  was  objected,  that  the  sheritt'  might  well  do  it  for  divers 
causes :  1.  Because  it  is  by  process  of  law ;  and  it  was  said,  that  it 
would  be  oranted  on  the  other  side,  that  a  house  is  not  a  libertv, 
for  if  a  fieri  fae.  or  a  capias  be  awarded  to  the  sheriff  at  the  suit 
of  a  common  person,  and  he  makes  a  mandate  to  the  Ijailiff  of  a 
liberty  who  has  return  of  writs,  who  nullum  dedit  resjyons.  in  that 
case  another  writ  shall  issue  with  non  omittas  propter  aliquam 
libcrtat' ;^  yet  it  will  be  said  on  the  other  side  that  he  shall  not 
break  the  defendant's  house,  as  he  shall  do  of  another  liberty  ;  for 
whereas  in  the  county  of  Suffolk  there  are  two  liberties,  one  of  St. 
Edmund  Bury,  and  the  other  of  St.  Etheldred  of  Ely,  suppose  a 
capias  comes  at  the  suit  of  A.  to  the  Slieriff"  of  Suffolk  to  arrest 
the  body  of  B.,  the  slierilf  makes  a  mandate  to  the  bailiff  of  the 
liberty  of  St.  Etheldred,  who  makes  no  answer,  in  that  case  the 
plaintiff  shall  have  a  writ  of  non  omittas,  and  by  fores  thereof  he 
may  arrest  the  defendant  within  the  liberty  of  Bury,  although  no 
default  was  in  him.  2.  Admitting  it  be  a  liberty,  the  defend- 
ant himself  shall  never  take  advantage  of  a  liberty  :  as 
*  if  the  bailiff  of  a  liberty  be  defendant  in  any  action,  and  [*  92  b.] 
process  of  cap'  or  fi^eri  fac  comes  to  the  sheriff'  against 
him,  the  sheriff  shall  execute  the  process  against  him  ;  for  a  liberty 
is  always  for  the  benefit  of  a  stranger  to  the  action.  3.  For  neces- 
sity the  sheriff  shall  break  the  defendant's  house  after  such  denial 
as  is  aforesaid,  for  at  the  common  law  a  man  should  not  have  any 
execution  for  debt,  but  only  of  the  defendant's  goods.  Suppose  then 
the  defendant  would  keep  all  his  goods  in  his  house,  and  so  the  de- 
fendant himself  by  his  own  act  would  prevent  not  only  the  plaintiff 
of  his  just  and  true  debt,  but  there  would  also  be  a  great  imputation 
to  the  law,  that  there  should  be  so  great  a  defect  in  it,  that  in  such 
case  the  plaintiff  by  such  shift  without  any  default  in  him  should 

^  By  the  lonp,-estat)lisliC(l  and    recog-  and  waiting   for   the    sheriff's   return    of 

nised  practice  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.  a  non  mandai'i  bal/ivo  qui  nnlhim  dedit  responsinn. 

omittas  writ  may  be  issued  in  the  fir.st  in-  Cariett  v.  Smallpage,  9  East,  .3.30.     Tidd's 

.stance  without  snino;  out  a  previous  writ  Practice,  8th  edition,  146.  1062. 
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be  barred  of  his  execution.  And  the  book  in  18  Ed.  II.  Execut.  252, 
was  cited  to  prove  it  where  it  is  said,  that  it  is  not  lawful  for  any 
one  to  disturb  the  Khig's  officer,  who  comes  to  execute  the  King's 
process  ;  for  if  a  man  might  stand  out  in  such  numner,  a  man 
would  n(;ver  have  execution,  but  there  it  appears  (as  has  been 
said)  that  there  ought  to  be  request  nuide  before  the  sheriff  lireaks 
the  house.  4.  It  was  said,  that  the  sheriffs  were  officers  of  great 
authority,  in  whom  the  law  reposed  great  trust  and  confidence, 
and  are  to  be  of  sufficiency  to  answer  for  all  wrongs  which  should 
be  done  ;  and  they  had  custodiam  comitaf,  and  therefore  it  should 
not  be  presumed  that  they  would  abuse  the  house  of  any  one  by 
colour  of  doing  their  office  in  execution  of  the  King's  writs  against 
tlie  duty  of  their  office,  and  their  oath  also  :  but  it  was  resolved, 
that  it  is  not  lawful  for  the  sheriff  (on  request  made  and  denial)  at 
the  suit  of  a  common  person,  to  break  the  defendant's  house,  sc.  to 
execute  any  process  at  the  suit  of  any  subject ;  for  thence  would 
follow  "reat  inconvenience  that  men  as  well  in  the  ni^ht  as  in  the 
day  should  have  their  houses  (which  are  their  castles)  broke,  by 
colour  whereof  great  damage  and  mischief  might  ensue  ;  for  by 
colour  thereof,  on  any  feigned  suit,  the  house  of  any  man  at  any  time 
might  be  broke  when  the  defendant  might  be  arrested  elsewhere, 
and  so  men  would  not  be  in  safety  or  ([uiet  in  their  own  houses? 
And  although  the  sheriff'  be  an  officer  of  great  authority  and  trust, 
yet  it  appears  by  experience,  that  the  King's  writs  are  served  by 
bailiffs,  persons  of  little  or  no  value:  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed, 
that  all  the  substance  a  man  has  in  his  house,  nor  that  a  man 
would  lose  liis  liberty,  which  is  so  inestimable,  if  he  has  sufficient 
to  satisfy  his  de1)t.  And  all  the  said  books,  which  prove,  that 
wlien  the  process  concerns  the  King,  that  the  sheriff  may  hreiik  the 
house,  imply  that  at  tlie  suit  of  the  ])arty,  the  house  may  not  be 
broken  :  otherwise  the  addition  fat  the  suit  of  tlie  King)  woidd  be 
frivolous.  And  witli  tliis  resolution  agrees  the  l)ook  in  13  Ed.  IV. 
*.),  and  the  express  difference  there  taken  between  the  case  of  felony, 

which  (as  has  been  said)  concerns  the  commonwealth, 
[*93  a.]  and  the  suit  *  of  any  subject,  which  is  for  the  particular 

interest  of  the  party,  as  there  it  is  said  in  18  Ed.  I\'.  4  a, 
by  Littleton  and  all  his  companions  it  is  resolved,  that  the  sheriff 
cannot  break  the  defendant's  house  by  force  of  a  fieri  facias,  but 
he  is  a  trespasser  by  tlu;  lireaking,  and  y(!t  tlu;  execution  which  he 
then  doth  in   tlu;  house  is   LTood.      And   it  was  saitl,  thai    the  said 
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book  of  IS  ¥a\.  II.  was  but  a  short  note,  and  not  any  case  judi- 
cially adjudged,  and  it  doth  not  appear  at  whose  suit  the  case  is 
intended,  but  it  is  an  observation  or  collection  (as  it  seems)  of 
the  reporter.  And  if  it  be  intended  of  a  fiuo  minus  or  other  action 
in  which  tlie  King  is  party,  or  is  to  iiave  benefit,  the  book  is  good 
law. 

5.  It  was  resolved,  that  the  house  of  any  one  is  not  a  castle  or 
privilege  but  for  himself,  and  shall  not  extend  to  protect  any 
person  who  flies  to  his  house,  or  the  goods  of  any  other  which  are 
brought  and  conveyed  into  his  house,  to  prevent  a  lawful  execu- 
tion, and  to  escape  the  ordinary  [irocess  of  law  ;  for  the  privilege 
of  his  house  extends  only  to  him  and  his  family,  and  to  his  own 
proper  goods,  or  to  those  which  are  lawfully  and  without  fraud  and 
covin  there  ;  and  therefore  in  such  cases  after  denial  on  request 
made,  the  sheriff  may  break  the  house  ;  ^  and  that  is  proved  by 
the  Stat,  of  West.  1,  c.  17,  by  which  it  is  declared,  that  the  sheriff 
may  break  a  house  or  castle  to  make  replevin,  when  the  goods  of 
another  which  he  has  distrained  are  by  him  conveyed  to  his  house 
or  castle,  to  prevent  the  owner  to  have  a  replevin  of  his  goods: 
which  act  is  but  an  affirmance  of  the  common  law  in  such  points. 
But  it  appears  theve,  that  before  the  sheriff  in  such  case  breaks 
the  house,  he  ought  to  demand  the  goods  to  be  delivered  to  him, 
for  the  words  of  the  statute  are,  After  that  the  cattle  shall  be 
solemnly  demanded  by  the  sheriffs,  &c. 

6.  It  was  resolved,  admitting  that  the  sheriff  after  denial  made 
might  have  broke  the  house,  as  the  plaintiffs  counsel  pretend  he 

1   Vide  Foster,  .320.    "  The  sheriff  fiml-  entering  the  house  (the  enter  door  hoing 

ing  the  door  open  may  enter  tlie  house  of  open)  in  order  to  seek  for  hiin,    for  the 

a  stranger,  and  is  justified  if  the  defeml-  ])urposeof  rendering  him,  without  averring 

ant's  goods  are  in  it,  hut  it  is  at  Iiis  own  that  the  priucipnl  was  in  tlie  liouse  at  tlie 

risk,"'  per   Gip.bs,  C.  J.     Coohe  v.  Birt,  .5  time,  for  there  is  no  difference  hetween  a 

Taunt.  770,  1   Marsh.  3.39,  [15  K.  K.  652].  lipuse  of  wiiieii  a  man  is  solely  possessed 

So  also  where  he  enters  in  search  of  the  and  a  house  in   which  he  resides  by  the 

defendant,  it  is  at  his  own  risk  if  the  de-  consent  of  another.     Shcpres  v.  Brnoks,  2 

feudaut  is  not  there,  therefore  in  trespass  H.  Rl.   120,  [.3  H.  1'.  .357].     Tn  all  these 

against  him  for  breaking  and  entering  the  ca.ses  the   outer  door   was  open,  in   order 

plaintiff's  house;  a  plea  averring  tliat  he  to  justify   the  breaking    the    outer  door; 

suspected  and  believed  tliat  tiie  defendant  after  denial    on    request  made  to  take  a 

was  there  without  averring  that  the  de-  person  or  goods  in  the  iiouse  of  a  stranger, 

fendaut  actually  was  in  the  hou.se,  is  bad.  it  must  be  understood  eitiier  that  the  per- 

Johnson  v.  Leigh,  (>  Taunt.  247,  1   ilarsh.  son   upon  a  pursui/   taketh    refuge  in  the 

565,  [16  \l.  R.  614].     But  when  the  ]irin-  house  of  another,  Foster,  .320,  or  the  goods 

cipal  resides  in  the  house  of  a  stranger  the  must  lie  there,  of  fraud  and  covin  to  pre- 

bail  above  may  justify  tlie  breaking  and  vent  the  execution.      I'Wr  text,  siqmi. 
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might,  then  it  follow.s  that  he  lias  not  done  his  duty,  for  it  doth 
not  appear,  that  he  made  any  request  to  open  the  door  of  the 
house.  Also  the  defendant,  as  this  case  is,  has  done  tliat  which 
he  might  well  do  hy  the  law,  sell,  to  shut  the  door  of  his  own 
house. 

Lastly,  the  general  allegation,  'prwinissorum.  nun  iijnarus,  was  not 
.sufficient  in  this  case  where  the  notice  of  the  premises  is  so  mate- 
rial ;  but  in  this  case  it  ought  to  have  been  certainly  and  directly 
alleged;  for  without  notice  of  the  process  of  law,  and  of  the 
coming  of  the  sheriff  with  the  jury  to  execute  it,  the  shutting  of 
the  door  of  his  own  house  was  lawful.  And  judgment  was  given 
against  the  plaintiff. 

KX(jLISII   NOTES. 

Tlio  footnotes  subjoined  to  the  j'l'iu^'ip^l  case  arc  from  Fraser's  edi- 
tion of  Coke's  Reports. 

Tn  the  following  note,  tlie  subject  of  trespass  f/uare  chmsuvi  f regit 
will  be  dealt  witli  only  s(»  f;u-  as  it  affects  the  position  of  the  sheriff. 

A  justitication  to  the  breaking  and  entering  is  an  answer  to  an 
action  of  tresjtass,  unless  tlie  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  auj'  excess 
making  him  a  trespasser  r^&  Initio  :  which  excess,  under  the  old  system 
of  ]deading.  require<l  to  lie  new  as.signed:  l\ii/l(>r  v.  Cole  (1789),  3  T. 
R.  292.  1  R.  R.  706;  Iloinjhton  v.  Jhitler  (1791).  4  T.  R.  364,  2  R. 
Iv.  411.  It  is  sufficient  that  the  sheriff  had  a  \alid  legal  process, 
althoul!,!)  he  assigned  another  reason  at  the  time  of  entering:  Croivther 
V.  iiaiiisbottotn  (1798),  7  T.  R.  654,  4  R.  R.  540.  A  ])lea  of  justifica- 
tion is  a  ])lea  of  confession  and  avoidance:  Tin  ire  v.  Planer.  1  Wms. 
Saund.  11,  ed.  1S71.  :uid  notes.  Where  a  sheriff  justifies  by  virtue  of 
a,  writ,  the  allegation  may  be  traversed,  and  the  ])laintiff  may  show 
that  the  writ  was  a  nieic  contrivance  to  gi\e  colour  to  an  illegal  act: 
l.arns  V.  y„rhrlh  (Ex.  Ch.  1828),  4  Ring.  729;  (H.L.  1833)  10  IHng. 
157.  7  nii.  (X.  S.)  140.  3  Moo.  &  Sc.  627;  Vrire  v.  Peek  (1834),  1 
r>ing.  X.  C.  .■580,  387.  1  Scott,  217,  4  L.  d.  C.  P.  76.  ])er  Tindall,  Ch.  J. 
Where  the  process  is  executed  by  a,  sheriff's  otticer.  the  command  of 
the  sheriff  is  traversable:  Cliamhers  v.  Donaldson  (1809),  11  East,  65, 
10  R.  R.  435.  'L'o  the  same  effect  is  Cooh  v.  Lnrrlaml  (1799),  2  Bos. 
&  V.  31,  5  II.  R.  533.  Tliere  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering, 
the  defendants  jnstilied  under  letters  patent  from  th(»('ro\An  which 
Lji-aiitcd  to  the  master  and  wardens  of  the  corporation  of  bakers  (there 
Ix'ing  four  wardens),  by  themselves  or  tlieir  de|)uty  or  deputies,  full 
|)ower  to  overlook  and  cori'cct  the  trade  of  ba,l<in<:j.  It  was  held  that 
the    master    and    one   \\ai-(|en    c  mid    imt     jnstifv  the   entrv;    for  if   they 
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acted  as  principals,  they  did  net  amount  to  a  majority  of  tlie  persons 
to  wlioni  tlic  power  was  given;  and  if  they  acted  as  deputies,  it  sliouhl 
liave  appeari'd  that  they  were  appointed  by  tlie  majority. 

Tlie  second  part  of  the  rule,  aud  the  cognate  distinction  between  tlie 
execution  of  process  in  execution  and  process  in  contempt,  is  recog- 
nised in  liiinJctt  V.  Abbott  and  Bui'detf  v.  Coleman  (1811,  II.  L.  1817), 
M  East,  1,  IGo,  4  Taunt.  400,  5  Dow,  1G6,  172,  12  K.  1{.  450.  see  note, 
p.  (331,  supra.  So  too  in  executing  criminal  process,  it  is  necessary  to 
demand  admittance,  before  breaking  open  an  outer  door:  Ldiinorkw 
^/vj/r/i  (1819),  2  B.  &  Aid.  592,  21  R.  R.  410. 

The  following  passage  in  the  notes  to  Semayne's  Case,  in  Smith's 
Leading  Cases,  has  been  approved  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  Hodder  v. 
Williams  (C.  A.  1895),  1895,  2  Q.  B.  663,  65  L.  J.  Q.  B.  70,  73  L.  T. 
394,  44  W.  11.  757.  "The  maxim,  that  'a  man's  house  is  his  castle,' 
only  extends  to  his  dwelling-house;  therefore,  a  barn,  or  outhouse,  not 
c;)nnected  with  the  dwelling-house,  may  be  broken  open  in  order  to  levy 
an  execution:  Pciiton  v.  Broicne,  1  Sid.  181,,  386."'  The  foundiition  of 
tlie  distinction  is  thus  explained  by  Lord  ^Iansfield,  Ch.  J.,  in  Lee 
V.  Gansel  (1774),  Cowp.  1,  6:  "The  ground  of  it  is  this,  that  other- 
wise the  consequences  would  be  fatal  ;  for  it  would  leave  the  family 
within  naked  and  exposed  to  thieves  and  robbers.  It  is  much  better, 
therefore,  says  the  law,  that  you  should  wait  for  another  oi)})ortunity, 
than  do  an  act  of  violence,  which  mny  probably  be  attended  with  such 
dangerous  consequences."  In  the  case  of  a  house  surrounded  by  an 
enclosing  wall,  the  door  of  the  house,  and  not  the  door  in  the  wall, 
would  be  the  "outer  door:  "  American  &c.  Co.  v.  Ilendrt/  (C.  A.  1893), 
62  L.  J.  Q.  B.  388,  68  L.  T.  742,  a  case  of  distress  for  rent.  A  bailiff, 
in  effecting  a  distress  for  rent,  has  been  held  entitled  to  scale  an 
outer  wall:  Long  v.  Clarke  (C.  A.  1893),  1894,  1  Q.  B.  119,  63  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  108,  69  L.  T.  654,  42  W.  Pv.  130. 

Once  the  outer  door  is  passed,  the  privilege  ceases.  T'lie  distinction 
between  the  breaking  of  an  outer  and  an  inner  door  is  shown  to  have 
existed  in  the  Year  Book,  18  Ed.  IV.  fo.  4,  pi.  19.  See  L.ee  v.  Gansel 
(1774),  Cowp.  1,  6.  It  was  attempted  to  modify  the  law  in  Lee  v. 
Gansel,  by  requiring  the  sheriff  or  his  officer  to  demand  admittance 
before  breaking  an  inner  door.  Ratclljfe  v.  Burton  (1802),  3  Bos.  & 
P.  223,  611.  11.  771.  This  view  was  dissented  from  in  the  subsequent 
case  in  the  same  Court  in  Hutchinson  v.  Birch  (1812),  4  Taunt.  639, 
13  P.  P.  703,  aud  Heath,  J.,  said:  "If  in  lUitrliffe  v.  Burton,  I 
.said  that  a  demand  was  necessary  before  breaking  an  inner  door,  I  do 
not  recollect  it;  but  as  I  have  no  reason  to  doubt  the  accuracy  of  the 
reporter,  I  shall  presume  that  his  account  is  right;  but  if  so,  tlie  opin- 
ion certainly  was  extra-jndicial."      But  the  sheriff  should  not   act   in 
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ail  unnecessarily  violent  manner.  "  I  take  it  to  be  clear,  that  he  may 
break  open  any  door  within  the  house  without  any  further  demand.  If 
the  defendant  stands  with  the  key,  and  offers  to  open  the  door,  and  the 
sheriff  unnecessarily  breaks  it,  or  uses  any  other  unnecessary  violence, 
that  should  be  made  to  appear  by  way  of  new  assignment."  Hutchinson 
V.  Birch,  supra,  jier  Gibbs,  J. 

In  executing  process,  it  sometimes  happens  that  the  goods,  and  in 
former  times  the  body  of  the  execution  debtor,  are  to  be  found  in  the 
house  of  a  stranger.  In  this  event,  the  principal  case  is  an  authority, 
that  after  demand  and  refusal  of  admittance,  the  sheriff  may  eater 
forcibly.  But  he  does  this  at  his  peril.  For  if  the  goods  are  not  on 
the  premises,  or  under  the  old  law,  the  execution  debtor  was  not  in  the 
house,  the  sheriff  was  liable  in  trespass,  as  he  also  is  and  was  for 
breaking  open  an  inner  door  under  the  like  circumstances:  Lee  v. 
Gansel  {lllA),  Cowp.  1;  Hutchinson  v.  Birch  (1812),  4  Taunt.  619, 
13  R.  R.  703;  Cooke  v.  Birt  (1814),  5  Taunt.  765,  15  R.  R.  652; 
Johnson  V.  Leiffh  (1815),  6  Taunt.  246,  16  R.  R.  614. 

The  subdivisions  of  certain  counties  into  local  jurisdictions  present 
one  or  two  points  of  importance  res^^ecting  the  person  to  whom  the 
writ  is  to  be  addressed.  If  execution  is  to  be  levied  in  the  City  of 
London,  the  writ  is  directed  to  the  Sheriffs  of  London,  who  by  statute 
also  executed  the  office  of  Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  Sheriffs'  Act,  1887 
(50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55),  s.  33.  But  this  ancient  right  is  taken  away, 
and  a  new  coujity  established. — the  (Jounty  of  London,  — which  in- 
cludes parts  of  Surrey  and  Kent,  as  well  as  the  parts  of  Middlesex 
which  do  not  form  part  of  the  City  of  London :  Local  Government  Act, 
1888  (51  &  52  Vict.  c.  41)  ss.  40  (2),  46  (6).  There  are  certain 
counties  of  cities  or  counties  of  towns  enjoying  the  privilege  of 
appointing  sheriffs:  Sheriffs'  Act,  1887,  s.  36,  11  Chitty's  Stat., 
"  Sheriffs,"  p.  14,  note  (m),  where  the  names  are  given.  In  the  last- 
mentioned  cases  the  writ  is  dii-ected  to  the  sheriff  of  the  particular 
city  or  town  which  has  been  erected  into  a  county,  as  is  also  the  case 
in  the  new  County  of  London;  see  Annual  Practice,  1896,  p.  1237. 
The  offices  of  sheriff  for  the  counties  of  Cambridge  and  Huntingdon 
are  united:  Sheriffs'  Act,  1887,  s.  .32.  Where  there  was  a  local  fran- 
chise entitling  a  bailiff  or  other  officer  to  execute  process  within  the 
liberty,  it  was  irregular  not  to  direct  tlu^  writ  in  the  first  instance  to 
the  sheriff:  Grant  v.  Barjg,  (1802),  3  East,  128,  6  R.  R.  569.  The 
law  in  this  case  is  recognised  in  the  Sheriffs'  Act,  1887,  s,  34;  see  espe- 
cially cl.  c,  d,  and  f.  In  Figott  v.  Wilkes  (1820),  3  B.  &  Aid.  502, 
tli(!  sheriff  had  executed  a  ea.  sa.  in  a  liberty,  where  particular  officers 
had  t]i(!  exclusive  privilege  of  executing  process,  and  had  suffered  the 
prison(;r  to  go  at  large,  before  his  removal  from  the  liberty.     He  was 
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lield  li;il)]o  in  an  action  for  an  escape,  the  arrest  being  good  against  the 
debtor,  tliough  wrongfnl  against  the  bailiff  of  the  liberty.  Imprison- 
ment for  debt  is  now  alxdi.shed,  but  the  cax'  \v(»uld  seem  an  authority 
for  the  proposition  that  if  the  sheriff,  under  the  like  circumstances,  gave 
up  possession  of  goods  seized  under  a  fi.  fa.,  and  returned  nulla  ho'na, 
he  would  be  liable  in  an  action  for  a  false  return.  The  office  executed 
in  a  liberty  would  be  an  office  of  profit  by  reason  of  the  poundage  or 
fees  to  which  the  officer  is  entitled:  .Sheriffs'  Act,  1887,  .s.  34  (e).  And 
the  sheriff  would  be  liable  to  an  action  for  disturbing  the  party  in  his 
office;  as  an  example  of  an  action  of  this  character,  see  Riitter  v.  Clmj}- 
iiiati  (Ex.  Ch.  1841).  8  M.  &  W.  1,  7  R.  C.  179.  And  also  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received,  so  far  as  the  fees  received  by  the  sheriff 
were  lawful  fees:  L'o//fer\.  Dudsirorfh  (179G),  fi  T.  E.  681, .".  R.  R.  315. 
Upon  a  similar  principle  it  was  held  that  a  defendant  arrested  within 
the  verge  of  a  palace  was  not  entitled  to  be  discliarged:  Sparks  v. 
Spink  (1817),  7  Taunt.  311,  18  R.  R.  492. 

The  sheriff  is  bound  to  obey  the  exigence  of  the  writ,  although  the 
judgment  upon  which  it  has  issued  may  be  erroneoixs:  Gold  v.  Strode 
(1670),  Garth.  148,  3  Mod.  324.  But  a  sheriff  is  justitied  in  refusing 
to  execute  a  writ  founded  upon  a  judgment  void  as  against  the  execu- 
tion debtor:  Lane  v.  Chcqiman  (1840),  11  A.  &  E.  966,  1  Gale  &  \). 
523,  9  L.  J.  Q.  B.  239.  As  a  corollarj-,  a  sheriff  was  luner  compelled 
to  set  out  the  judgment  in  his  justification,  but  only  the  writ  of  execu- 
tion: Cotes  v.  Mich  ill  (1682),  3  Lev.  20;  Moravia  v.  Stoj>cr  {llo~), 
Willes,  30;  and  it  was  for  the  plaintiff'  to  show,  in  his  replication,  that 
the  writ  had  been  set  aside  for  irregularity :  Prentice  v.  Harrison  (1843), 
4  Q.  B.  852, 1  Dav.  «fe  ]Mer.  50,  12  L.  J.  Q.  B.  315;  lla„kin  v.  Be  Medina 
(1845),  1  C.  B.  183,  14  L.  J.  C.  V.  89.  These  principles  were  held 
applicable  to  Courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction:  Aiulreirs  v.  Morris  (1841 ), 
1  Q.  B.  17,  1  Gale  &  D.  268,  10  L.  J.  Q.  B.  225.  Where  an  execution 
creditor  purchases  a  term  of  years  seized  under  a  ji.  fa.  from  the 
sheriff,  he  must  prove  the  judgment  in  an  action  by  him  to  recover' 
possession  in  ejectment:  Uoe  d.  Bland  v.  Smith  (1817),  2  Starkie, 
199,  19  R.  R.  702.  But  where  a  stranger  purchases,  the  rule  is  the 
other  way:  Doe  d.  Batten  Y.3Itirless  (1817),  6  jNl.  cS:  S.  110,  18  R.  R. 
325. 

The  grounds  of  a  sheriff's  liability  are  thus  stated  by  Pratt,  Ch.  J., 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Crompton  v.  Ward  (1721), 
1  Stra.  429,  435.  '•  It  was  admitted  at  the  bar,  and  is  not  now  to  be 
disputed,  but  that  on  the  one  hand,  if  the  sheriff  arrests  the  party  by 
virtue  of  mesne  process,  and  he  is  rescued  as  he  carries  him  to  gaol,  it 
will  be  a  good  excuse  to  the  sheriff'.  Cro.  Jac.  419.  And  on  the 
other  hand,  if  the  party  be  once  within  the  walls  of  the  prison,  though 


640  EXECUTIOX. 


No.  3.  —  Semayne's  Case.  —  Notes. 


the  custody  be  on  mesne  process,  yet  a  rescue  from  thence  hy  any  but 
common  enemies  will  be  no  excuse;  if  a  company  of  rebels  break  the 
prison,  and  let  out  the  prisoners,  yet  the  slieriff  is  answerable;  because 
the  law  supposes  the  sheriff  and  his  posse  are  sufficient  to  resist  such  a 
force.  1  Roll.  Abr.  81,  4  Co.  84.  These,  I.  say,  are  grounds  that  are 
not  to  be  disputed."  This  liability  had  been  recognised  in  the  case  of 
goods  by  Lord  Holt,  Ch.  J.,  in  Clerk  v.  Withers  (1705),  2  Ld.  Eaym. 
1072,  1075.  '•  Tlie  sheriff  is  answerable  for  the  value  of  goods  after  he 
has  seized  them,  and  is  bound  to  sell  them  at  all  events,  and  is  bound 
to  the  value  he  has  returned  them  to  be  of.  And  though  the  goods 
are  lost  or  rescued  from  liini.  he  is  bouiul  ...  to  the  value  he  returned 
them  to  beof. "  A  return  of  a  sale  of  part  of  the  goods,  and  a  rescue 
of  tlie  remainder  is  bad:  >S7_y  v.  Fuich  (1619),  Cro.  Jac.  514.  The 
sheriff  may  rely  upon  a  rescue  as  a  defence,  if  a  good  excuse,  although 
lie  has  not  returned  it:  Gorges  v.  Gore  (1783),  3  Lev.  46. 

Tlie  sheriff  may  be  compelled  to  make  a  return  to  the  Avrit,  unless 
tlie  parties  have  entered  into  a  compromise :  Alchin  \.  TFeZ/.s  (1793), 
5  T.  R.  470,  2  11.  E.  641.  And  this  may  be  done  as  well  on  the  appli- 
cation of  the  defendant  as  of  the  plaintiff:  Edwvnds  v.  Watson 
(1816),  7  Taunt.  5,  2  Marsh.  330.  A  defendant  must  however  either 
liave  the  plaintiff's  authority  to  do  so,  or  show  special  grounds  before 
he  is  entitled  to  the  order:  Daniels  v.  Gompertz  (1842),  3  Q.  1>.  322, 
2  Gale  &  1).  751;  Williams  v.  W>'hh  (1843),  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  904,  12  L. 
J.  C.  V.  137.  Wliere  the  executicm  creditor  has  entrusted  the  execu- 
tion of  the  writ  to  a  special  bailiff,  the  proper  course  is  to  request  th-e 
sheriff  to  return  the  writ,  and  to  state  in  the  request  the  object  for 
which  the  return  is  required,  and  to  offer  an  indemnity:  Harding  \. 
Holden  (1841),  2  IMan.  &  Gr.  914,  10  L.  J.  C-  P.  229.  In  that  case 
the  sheriff  got  his  costs,  and  the  Court  exacted  an  undertaking  not  to 
In-ing  an  action  for  a  false  return,  as  the  price  of  not  setting  aside  the 
rule  upon  the  sheriff  to  return.  The  general  rule  under  tlie  circum- 
stances is  to  refuse  the  ord(n-  to  make  the  return:  Ilaaiilto)/  v.  Dalziel 
n774).  2  W.  P.l.  952;  Porter  v.  Viner  (1815).  1  Chit.  (")13  v  ;  Pallis- 
trr  V.  FaJlister  (1816).  1  Chit.  614  ;/.  So  too  where  there  has  been 
collusion  between   the  sheriff's  officer  and  the  plaintiff  or  his  solicitor. 

flie    order   has  1 n    refused:    Rvston   v.   Uatfii'ld  (ISlO),  .'!   \\.  «&  Aid. 

204.  1  Cliit.  i\V.\.  The  (^oiirt  may  enlarge  tlir  time  within  which  the 
sheriff  is  to  make  his  return,  but  the  order  is  discrct  imiary :  Wells  v, 
I'irkwai,  (1797).  7  T.  E.  174,  4  E.  E.  410. 

'I'll.'  tcnus  in  which  the  shrrilT  should  make  his  return  in  the  case  of 
a/j.  /W..  and  an  elegit  \\\\\  he  considenul  in  subsequent  notes  under  th<^ 
approjiriate  rules,  as  will  also  \\\v,  variotis  ]>roceedings  to  compel  the 
sheriff  to  obey  the  exigence  of  the  writ. 
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Apart  from  those  remedies  wliicli  are  of  a  summary  nature,  tlio 
plaintiff  may  liave  an  action  for  a  false  return.  As  examples  of  such 
an  action  may  be  mentioned,  Dciveij  v.  liaijiitun  (18()r)),  0  East,  2r>7, 
S  R.  R.  475;  Ddralle  v.  Tloincr  (l8ll),  o  Cami..  47.  lo  K.  Ji.  74G; 
Imray  v..  Mognay  (1843),  11  M.  &  W.  207,  lU  1..  J.  Ex.  18<S.  To 
support  sucli  an  action,  it  would  seem  tliat  special  damage  would  have 
to  be  shown:  Lloi/iJ  v.  Bmrison  (1865j,  6  B.  &  S.  .'5G,  L.  Iv.,  1  Q.  B. 
502,  35  L.  J.  Q.  B.  153.  An  action  of  debt  will  lie  against  a  sheriff 
for  the  value  of  tlie  goods  according  to  the  return  of  a  writ  oiji.  fa.: 
Clerk  V.  IJ'ifhers  (1705),  2  Ld.  Eaym.  1075,  per  Holt,  Ch.  J.  Or; 
the  execution  creditor  may  have  a  scl.  fa.  against  the  sheriff:  MUdmay 
V.  Smith,  2  Wms.  Saund.  739,  ed.  1871.  An  action  lies  for  unneces- 
sary delay  in  executing  process,  without  proof  of  special  damage: 
Clifto7i  V.  Bnoj,er  (1844),  G  Q.  B.  468,  14  L.  J.  Q.  B.  1,  8  Jur.  958.' 
But  the  delay  would  have  to  be  unreasonable:  Hobsonv.  Tliellxison 
(1867),  L.  E.".  2  Q.  B.  642.  36  L.  J.  Q.  B.  302.  So  too  an  execution 
creditor  who  has  sued  out  a  77.  fa.  may  have  an  action  against  the' 
sheriff  for  not  selling  within  a  reasonable  time,  instead  of  proceeding 
by  venditioni  exponas:  Jacobs  v.  HiinipJirey  (1834).  2' Cr.  &  Mees. 
413,  3  L.  J.  Ex.  82;  Bales  v.  Winrjjielfl  (1833),  2  Xev.  &  Man.  831; 
Aireton  v.  Davis  (1833),  9  Bing.  740,  3  U.  ik  Scott,  138,  2  L.  J.  C.  P. 
89.  The  Coui't  might,  however,  in  such  a  case  deprive  the  plaintiff  of, 
liis  costs  so  far  as  they  had  been  increased  by  resorting  to  an  action 
instead  of  proceeding  by  venditioni  exponas.  An  analogy  is  supplied 
by  those  cases  in  which  a  plaintiff  who  has  commenced  administration 
proceedings  by  writ,  has  only  been  allowed  the  cost  of  an  originating 
summons.  But  an  action  on  the  case  does  not  lie  against  a  sheriff 
(who  has  not  been  ordered  to  return  the  writ)  for  neglecting  to  have 
the  money  in  Court  according  to  the  exigence  of  nfi.fa.:  Moreland  v.. 
Leigh  (1816).  1  Starkie,  388,  18  E.  E.  786. 

An  action  against  a  sheriff  for  money  levied  on  a  fi.fa.  must  be 
brought  within  six  years  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued:  3  &  4  Will. 
IV.,  c.  42,  s.  3. . 

Since  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the  provisions  of  which  are  now  replaced 
by  the  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  1893,  the  sheriff  is  bound  to  execute  writs 
of  Ji.  fa.  against  goods  in  the  order  in  v.^hich  they  are  delivered  to  him.. 
Hutchinson  v.  Johnston  (1787),  1  T.  E.  729.  1  E.  E.  380.  The  subject 
of  competing  executions  has  been  discussed  in  the  notes  under  the 
preceding  rule,  p.  623,  ante.  The  sheriff  is  allowed  a  reasonable  time 
before  executing  |)rocess,  at  all  events  unless  he  receives  directions  to 
proceed  with  the  utmost  dis])atcli :  Ilobsonx.  llieUason  (IHCu),  L.  E., 
2  Q.  B.  642,  36  L.  J.  Q.  B.  302.  so  ruled  by  Moxtague  Smith,:  J.,  at 
nisiprivs,  and  by  the  Court  in  banc  (Blackburx  and  Mkllor,  J..J.).. 
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The  authority  of  a  sheriff  who  had  seized  under  'dji.  fa.  was  not 
determined  b}-^  the  appointment  of  his  successor:  Clerk  v.  Withers 
(1705),  2  Ld.  Raym.  1072,  6  Mod.  695;  JJoe  d.  Stevena  v.  Dnnstun 
(1S18),  1  B.  &  Ahl.  230,  19  K.  E.  300;  Bamford  v.  Baron  (1788), 
2  T.  K.  594  n,  1  R.  K.  551  n.  And  the  sheriff  might  be  compelled  by 
c?tsirt«yrt  A- addressed  to  tlie  actual  sheriff,  to  sell:  Fitzh.  Ab.  ''Process" 
pi.  99;  Bro.  Ab.  "  Retorne  de  Briefe,'' pi.  15,  '' Execution,"  pi.  1], 
*■' Process,"  pi.  15.  But  if  the  execution  creditor  consented  to  the 
sheriff  not  selling,  a  distringas  would  not  issue  after  his  office  deter- 
mined: Ruston  V.  Hatfield  (1819),  3  B.  &  Aid.  204,  21  Cliit.  613.  8o 
too  where  the  execution  creditor  had  been  guilty  of  laches,  the  (Jourt 
would  not  allow  a  distringas  to  issue:  Clutterhuck  v.  Jones  (1812), 
15  East,  78.  It  is  now  provided  by  the  Sheriffs'  Act,  1887  (50  &  51 
Vict.  c.  oo),  s.  28  (I)  and  (2),  replacing  3  &  4  Will.  IV.  c.  99,  s.  7: 
"  Every  sheriff  shall,  at  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office,  make  out 
and  deliver  to  the  incoming  sheriff  a  correct  list  and  account  under 
his  hand  of  all  prisoners  in  his  custod}',  and  of  all  rolls  and  writs  in 
his  hands  not  wholly  executed  by  him,  with  all  such  particulars  as  may 
be  necessary  to  explain  to  the  incoming  sheriff  the  several  matters 
intended  to  be  transferred  to  him,  and  shall  thereupon  turn  over  and 
transfer  to  the  custody  of  the  incoming  sheriff  all  such  prisoners,  rolls, 
and  writs,  and  all  records,  books,  and  matters  ajjpei-taining  to  the 
office  of  slieriff.  The  incoming  sheriff  shall  thereupon  sign  and  give 
to  the  outgoing  sheriff  a  duplicate  of  such  list  and  account,  which 
shall  be  a  good  and  sufficient  discharge  to  him  of  and  from  all  the 
prisoners  therein  mentioned,  and  the  execution  of  the  writs  and  other 
matters  therein  contained;  and  theren]K)n  the  incoming  sheriff  shall 
stand  charged  with  the  said  prisoners,  and  with  the  execution  and  care 
of  the  said  rolls,  writs,  and  other  matters  contained  in  the  said  list 
and  account."  Where  the  outgoing  sheriff  omits  to  include  a  par- 
ticular writ  in  the  list  or  account,  his  successor  is  not  liable  to  return 
the  writ:  Thomas  v.  Newman  (1842),  2  Dowl.  N.  S.  33.  Where  the 
sheriff  has  seized  and  sold  in  execution  of  a  writ  oifi.fa.,  the  writ  is 
wholly  executed,  and  should  not  be  transferred  on  his  going  out  of 
office:  Harrison  w.  Paynter  (1840),  6  M.  &  W.  387,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  349, 
9  L.  J.  Ex.  169,  4  Jur.  488. 

By  the  same  28th  section  of  the  Sheriffs'  Act,  1887.  substantially  in 
the  same  t(?rms  as  2nd  section  of  the  repealed  Act  of  20  Geo.  II.,  c.  37, 
''a  sheriff  shall  not  be  called  upon  to  make  a  return  of  any  writ  after 
the  expiration  of  six  months  from  the  date  at  which  he  ceases  to  hold 
his  r)ffice.  Under  the  Act  of  20  Geo.  II.  a  sheriff  was  held  not  liable 
to  be  attached  for  not  returning  a  writ,  if  not  called  ujmn  by  a  rule  of 
Court  within  six  months   after  the    exi»iration  of  his   office;   notwith- 
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standing  he  had  been  requested  by  the  party  to  return  it  before  the  six 
months  had  expired:   R<.x  v.  Jones  (1787),  2  T.  K.  1,  1  R.  R.  411. 

AMERICAN   NOTES. 

The  priiicipal  case  is  cited  in  2  Fi"eeman  on  Executions,  sect.  256,  and  its 
doctrine  is  followed  in  Syndacker  v.  Brosse,  51  Illinois,  ;}57  ;  99  Am.  Dec. 
551;  Bof/f/s  V.  Varuli/ke,  '4  Harrington  (Delaware),  288;  Keith  v.  Johnson,  1 
Dana  (Kentucky),  ()05  ;  25  Am.  Dec.  107  ;  Heminwa//  v.  Saxlon,  ;J  Mtissachu- 
setts,  222  ;  Widc/er;/  v.  Haskell,  5  Massachusetts,  144  ;  4  Am.  Dec.  41 ;  Hooker 
V.  Smith,  19  Vt.  151 ;  47  Am.  Dec.  G79  ;  People  v.  Huhhard,  24  AVendell  (New 
York).  369;  35  Am.  Dec.  628;  State  v.  Ann  field.  2  Hawks  (Nor.  Car.),  246; 
11  Am.  Dec.  762  (citing  the  ])rincipal  case)  ;  Welsh  v.  Wilson,  34  Minnesota. 
92;  De  Graffenreid  v.  Mitchell,  3  McCord  (So.  Car.),  506;  15  Am.  Dec.  648 
(citing  the  principal  case).  "A  doctrine  as  well  established  as  any  in  tlie 
books."  Meukick,  J.,  in  Swain  v.  Mizner,  8  Gray  (Mass.),  182;  69  Am. 
Dec.  244. 

Some  courts  go  so  far  as  to  hold  that  the  officer  has  no  right  to  enter,  even 
without  force,  if  the  outer  door  is  closed  —  even  to  lift  the  latch  —  likening 
the  case  to  burglary.  Curtis  v.  Hubbard,  1  Hill  (New  York),  336;  40  Am. 
Dec.  292. 

But  if  a  building  is  occupied,  in  different  parts,  for  dwelling  and  for  busi- 
ness, the  officer  may  gain  forcible  access  to  the  business  part,  even  through  a 
common  door.     Stearns  v.  Vincent,  50  Michigan,  209  ;  45  Am.  Rep.  37. 

In  this  country  the  courts  deny  any  validity  to  a  levy  made  through  such 
forcible  and  unlawful  entry.  Ilsley  v.  Nichols,  12  Pickering  (Mass.),  270  ;  22 
Am.  Dec.  425  (citing  the  principal  case)  ;  People  v.  Hubbard,  supra  (citing 
the  principal  case)  ;  Closson  v.  Morri-ion,  47  Xew  Hampshire,  482  ;  93  Am. 
Dec.  459.  In  Bailey  v.  Wright,  39  Michigan,  96,  it  is  said:  "The  doctrine 
is  sensible  and  just,  and  is  the  only  one  whereby  private  safety  and  public 
peace  can  be  preserved.  There  can  be  no  respect  for  courts  and  their  process 
if  their  ministers  are  upheld  in  violations  of  law,  or  if  the}'  can  be  lawfully 
opposed  in  exercising  their  functions,  as  they  may  be  if  such  levies  are  held 
valid."  This  point  is  examined  with  his  customary  learning  by  Cowen,  J., 
in  People  v.  Hubbard,  supra,  who  says :  "  There  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that 
it  was  involved  either  in  Semayne's  Case,  or  in  Lee  v.  Gansel.  The  18  E.  lA'. 
seems  however  to  have  been  spoken  of  in  both,  somewhat  ambiguously,  not 
to  say  as  directly  involving  the  question ;  and  it  would  be  arrogant  to  deny 
that  Coke  and  Mansfield  understood  the  force  of  cases  in  the  Year  Books 
much  better  than  any  one  at  this  day.  I  have  examined  the  case  and  given 
nearly  a  literal  translation  of  it."  He  considei-s  the  last  case  as  one  for 
breaking  the  outer  door,  and  continues  :  '•  To  this  particular  action  the  Courts 
say :  '  The  Jieri  facias  shall  not  excuse  him  of  the  breaking  of  the  house  ;  but 
of  the  taking  of  the  goods  only.'  The  latter  clause  contains  every  word  of 
what  the  Court  are  represented  in  the  book  to  have  said  concerning  the  taking 
of  the  goods."  He  quotes  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  Ilsley  v.  Nichols,  supra,  as 
taking  this  view  of  the  case  from  the  Year  Book,  and  concludes  :  "  They  all 
go  back  to  the  Year  Book,  in  which  it  is  at  least  very  difficult  to  see  that  the 
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point  arose.  All  that  was  said  upon  it  there  rather  appears  to  have  been  a  ■ 
hasty  suggestion  upon  a  collatei'al  matter.  Lord  Mansfield  is  unwilling  to 
admit  that  he  should  \_irould?'\  have  so  decided;  and  the  i-eport  of  Lord  Cokk 
is  a  mere  recital  ol;  the  case.  I  think  that  Chief  Justice  Shaw  has  satisfac- 
torily shown  that  here  is  but  a  union  of  mighty  names  in  the  extra-judicial 
assertion  of  a  doctrine  wliich  can  stand  the  test  neither  of  jirinciple  nor 
authority.  Admitting  the  distinction  to  have  been  directly  adjudged  in  tlie 
Year  Book  and  since  acquiesced  in,  there  is  so  inuch  in  conflict  witli  it  that 
we  might  overrule  it  without  a  violation  of  duty.  How  would  the  book  then 
stand  upon  its  face?  It  admitted  what  is  held  by  all  the  other  cases,  and  is 
undoubted  law,  that  the  sheriff  had  been  guilty  of  a  crin)inal  wrong;  but 
asserted  that  thereby  he  had  acquired  a  right.  It  conceded  the  privilege  of 
protection  to  the  goods,  and  to  the  man  and  his  family,  yet  offered  a  reward 
for  the  violation  of  that  privilege.  It  legalized  resistance  against  the  sheriff's 
entry,  even  to  the  sliedding  of  blood  ;  ])ut  invited  the  combat  by  ottering  him 
the  spoils  within.  The  law  has  always  proclaimed  by  a  pompous  figure  that 
a  mau's  dwelling-house  is  liis  castle;  and  promised  to  defend  it  as  inviolable. 
The  Year  Book  began  in  that  spirit ;  but  immediately  raised  a  countervailing 
influence  which  broke  down  its  own  defences.  Lord  Maxsfield  declared,  in 
Lee  V.  Gansel,  that  the  privilege  was  founded  in  a  sound  maxim  of  policy. 
But  it  is,  he  says,  a  maxim  of  political  justice,  and  makes  no  part  of  the 
privilege  of  the  debtor  hjmself,  and  he  then  cites  the  Y'ear  Book,  to  show  that, 
it  is  annexed  to  the  door.  In  other  words,  this  sound  maxim  is  very  little,  if 
anything,  more  than  a  legal  abstraction.  On  reading  his  whole  opinion,  it 
will  be  found  that  he  was  dissatisfied  with  the  privilege  itself;  but  finding  it 
well  settled,  he  construes  it  in  the  light  of  the  Year  Book,  so  very  strictly  as 
to  leave  it  no  more  than  a  shadow.  In  short,  if  the  privilege  itself  exists,  the 
clause  upon  which  he  relied  cannot  be  law.  It  is  idle  and  absurd  to  talk  of 
the  privilege,  uidess  it  be  enforced  by  adequate  sanctions. 

"  It  is  well  known  that  Lord  Mansfield  was  no  friend  to  that  sort  of  privi- 
lege which  obstructed  the  collection  of  debts.  In  this  he  was  doubtless  right. 
But  he  was  more  legitimately  employed  as  a  legislator  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
where  he  advocated  the  bill  for  curtailing  it,  than  in  narrowing  it  as  a  judge. 
Perhaps  the  privilege  now  in  question  should  be  repealed  by  the  legislature  ; 
but  we  have  no  power  to  repeal  it  judicially,  as  I  am  sure  we  should  virtually 
do  by  following  the  distinction  allowed  by  the  Court  below." 

The  same  view  of  this  interesting  qviestion  was  taken  by  the  New  York 
Court  of  Errors  (the  old  ultimate  Court),  by  a  vote  of  0  to  12,  in  Curtis  \. 
Ifuhharrl,  1  Hill.  4:>7,  where  Chancellor  "Walworth  examined  the  question 
with  great  learning,  and  the  Court  hold  that  the  sheritt'  iias  no  right  even  to 
lift  the  Outer  latcli  to  levy  on  gooils.  After  n'tVrring  to  the  case  in  IfS  Kd.  IV., 
he  says  :  '•  Again,  in  tlie  latter  part  of  tlie  reign  of  Queen  Elizabetli  (1(502), 
in  the  case  of  Semayne  v.  Grexluim  (Cro.  Eliz.  !)().S,  Moor.  OfIS,  Yelv.  29,  s.c), 
the  question  was  presented  to  the  Queen's  Bench  for  decision,  in  a  suit 
brought  against  tlie  owner  of  a  house  who  had  closed  his  doors  against  the 
sheriff,  so  that  he  (U)uM  iidt  enter  to  take  the  goods  therein  which  belonged 
to  the  defendant  in  the  execution.     Cjion  the  first  argument,  according  to 
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the  report  of  the  case  l)y  Moore.  Poi'Uam.  ('.  J.  ami  .Mr.  Justice  G.vwoY, 
relying  u]ion  the  note  of  the  case  in  Fitzherbert,  were  clearly  of  the  opinion 
that  the  sheritf  might  break  the  door  of  the  dwelling-hwise  to  execute  the 
process  against  the  goods.  Fknxkk  and  Yklvkutox,  the  other  two  Justices, 
being  of  a  contrary  opinion,  no  judgment  was  then  given.  But  a  hfth  Judge, 
Mr.  Justice  Willi.\ms,  being  aiipointed  in  the  King's  Bench  in  the  first  year 
of  Jame.s  tJie  First,  the  case  was  again  argued  the  next  year;  and  Williams 
concurring  in  opinion  with  Fexxer  and  Yklvertox.  the  decision  was  made 
against  the  sheriff's  right,  as  reported  l)y  Lord  Coke.  {Semujne's  Case,  5  Coke, 
91.)  By  this  decision,  the  riglit  to  close  the  outer  door  of  the  dwelling-Iiouse 
upon  the  sheriff  when  he  came  with  an  execution,  at  the  suit  of  a  private 
person,  to  levy  upon  goods,  was  placed  upon  the  same  basis  as  the  right  to 
prevent  a  similar  entry  when  he  came  with  like  process  to  arrest  the  person 
of  the  defendant ;  and  that  appears  to  have  been  considered  the  settled  law 
of  England  ever  since.  It  lias  also  been  constantly  recognized  as  the  common 
law  of  the  several  States  of  the  Union  where  the  English  common  law  pre- 
vails. Xor  does  the  fact  that  the  defendant  in  the  execution  was  not  in 
his  house  at  the  time  when  the  sheriff  opened  the  door  and  went  in.  con- 
ti-ary  to  his  known  will  on  the  subject,  alter  his  rights.  For  a  man's  house 
is  his  castle,  not  for  his  own  personal  protection  merely,  but  also  for  the 
protection  of  his  family  and  his  property  therein,  while  it  is  occupied  as  his 
residence. 

"  The  remaining  question  is  whether  a  sheriff  who  has  entei'ed  the  house 
of  another  in  direct  violation  of  the  law,  for  the  purpose  of  arresting  the 
owner  or  seizing  his  goods,  can  be  justified  in  consummating  the  wrong  by 
arresting  his  person  or  removing  the  goods,  where  it  is  all  one  continuous 
act.  I  think,  upon  authority  as  well  as  upon  principle,  he  cannot.  And  I 
fully  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  learned  Chief  Justice  of  Massachusetts,  in 
the  case  of  Jlslei/  v.  Xickols  (12  Pick.  Kep.  27(»).  upon  this  question.  As  a 
general  rule,  no  person  can  acquire  a  right  to  the  custody  of  the  person  or 
the  possession  of  the  property  of  another  byliis  own  illegal  act.  And  I  tliink 
this  would  never  have  been  considered  an  exception  to  that  rule,  had  not  the 
language  of  the  case  cited  from  the  Year  Books  been  misapprehended.  Tn 
Semai/ne's  Case,  either  the  counsel,  or  one  of  the  Judges  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  Court,  is  repre.sented  as  saying,  'by  Little- 
ton and  all  his  companions  it  is  resolved,  that  the  sheriff"  cannot  break  the 
defendant's  house  by  force  of  a  fieri  facias,  but  he  is  a  trespasser  by  the 
breaking,  and  yet  the  execution  which  he  then  doth  in  the  house  is  good.' 
But  that  certainly  could  not  have  been  intended  as  a  translation  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  case  in  the  Year  Book  (18th  Edw.  4th).  and  Cowper  has  done 
great  injustice  to  Lord  ^lansfield  by  quoting,  as  if  it  was  his  own  language,  a 
statement  of  that  case  which  bears  no  resemblance  to  the  note  of  the  deci- 
sion as  it  is  in  the  Year  Book.  A  very  fair  translation  of  the  whole  case  is 
given  by  Mr.  Metcalfe,  in  his  note  to  the  case  of  Semayne  v.  Gresliam  in 
Yelverton,  which  translation  does  not  vary  nuiterially  from  that  of  Mr. 
Justice  CowEX  in  the  case  of  The  People  v.  Huhhnrd  (24  Wend.  Rep.  :571). 
The  substance  of  it  is,  that  the  sheriff  had  an  execution  against  a  party  in  a 
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civil  suit  who  had  locked  up  his  goods  in  a  chest  in  his  house  ;  and  tlie  sheriff 
went  and  broke  open  the  house  and  seized  the  goods  and  carried  them  off. 
The  case  being  stated  to  the  Court  for  its  decision  whether  the  sheriff  was 
guilty  of  a  tort.  Littletox  and  his  associate  Judges  held  that  the  party 
injured  miglit  have  a  writ  of  trespass  against  the  sheriff  for  breaking  his 
house,  notwithstanding  the  execution;  for  as  they  say,  ^ihe  fi.  fa.  will  not 
excuse  him  of  the  breaking  of  the  house,  but  of  the  taking  of  goods  only.' 
Xot  that  it  would  excuse  the  sheriff  for  having  taken  the  goods  in  this  par- 
ticular case,  after  he  had  wrongfully  broken  into  tlie  house  where  they  were. 
But  the  words  dea  biens,  which,  literally  translated,  is  •  of  the  goods,'  seem  to 
have  led  to  the  erroneous  conclusion  that  the  Court  meant  to  decide  that  the 
taking  of  the  goods  in  the  particular  case  then  stated  to  the  Court,  was  a 
justifiable  act,  notwithstanding  the  breaking  of  the  house  to  get  access  to 
them.  In  the  French  and  Xorman-Freiich  languages,  the  article  is  fre- 
quently used  in  cases  where  we  dispense  with  it.  And  dis,  which  appears  to 
be  a  contraction  of  the  preposition  de  and  the  article  les,  is  used  where  we 
make  use  of  the  corresjionding  preposition  only.  Thus,  the  English  expres- 
sion, 'the  laws  of  men,' would,  in  French,  be  les  lots  des  hoiniiiex  :  that  is, 
literally,  'the  laws  of  the  men.' 

"  Lord  Maxsfield.  who  seems  to  have  taken  it  for  granted,  that  in  the 
case  in  the  Year  Books  the  Court  had  decided  that  the  taking  of  the  goods 
was  lawful  notwithstanding  the  illegality,  intimates  tiiat  he  would  not 
probably  have  so  decided  in  a  case  of  the  first  impression,  (rjofl't,  :»S1  ;  Cowp. 
<).)  And  it  is  certain  no  such  question  could  have  arisen  in  Semin/ne's  Case, 
as  no  goods  had  been  there  taken  by  tlie  sheriff;  for  it  was  an  action  against 
the  owner  of  the  house  for  shutting  his  doors  and  refusing  to  permit  the 
sheriff  to  enter  and  seize  the  goods.  The  fact  also  that  in  the  subsequent 
case  of  Yates  v.  Delamai/ne  (Bac.  Abr.  tit.  Execution.  (X.)  note),  the  Court 
set  aside  the  levy  on  an  execution,  because  the  sheriff'  luid  illegally  entered 
the  defendant's  house  to  execute  the  writ,  is  conclusive  to  show  that  it  was 
not  then  considered  as  settled  law  in  England  that  tiie  slicriff  had  a  right  to 
seize  the  defendant's  goods  after  having  obtained  access  to  them  by  his  own 
■vyrongiul  act.  That  case  too  appears  to  have  been  decided  in  1776.  only 
two  years  after  the  case  of  Lee  v.  G an seL  and  while  Lord  MANsriKi.D  con- 
tinued to  preside  in  the  Court  of  King's   Bench." 

The  princii>al  case  is  cited  in  a  note  in  4  lUackford  (Indiana),  1!).  to  the 
doctrine  that  "the  house  of  any  one  is  not  a  clastic  or  [)rivilege  bnt  lor  him- 
self," but  the  other  points  resolved  are  stated. 

The  privilege  extends  only  to  the  dwelling-li()us(>  and  not  to  oiilhouscs  or 
other  buildings:  Haf/r/erti/ x.  Wilher.  10  Johnson  (New  York),  "JSd  ;  S  Am. 
Dec.  321;  Burlon  v.  WUhinsnn,  18  Vermont,  ISd;  K)  Am.  Dec.  14.");  jMcGee 
V.  Giren,  4  IJlacki'ord  (Indiana),  IS;  Stearns  v.  Vincent,  supra;  and  only  tt. 
the  outer  door  :    WiUiams  v.  Spencer,  ~>  Joiuison  (New  York),  oo'J. 

But  tlie  officer,  al'tci'  dcniaiid  to  ()])('n.  may  break  tlic  door  to  levy  ou 
goods  of  a  third  jierson,  it  liicy  are  actually  within  the  house.  Burton  v. 
WiUdnson,  supra  ;  Douf/lass  \.  Stale.  H  Verger  (Tennessee),  525  ;  .S7/V/  v.  IVdson, 
1   Wright  (Ohio),  51).");   h'cil/i    v.  Johnson,   1    Dana  (Kentucky),  (i05^  25  Am. 
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Dec.  167;    De    Graffenreld  v.   Mitchell,  3    McConl   (So.  Car.),  ,")Oti ;    1.")   Am. 
Dec.  G48. 

In  Keith  v.  Johnson,  supra,  the  distinclioii  was  taken  that  doovs  may  be 
broken  when  process  requires  the  taking  ol  a  particular  chattel,  as  in  tliat 
case  a  slave.  The  Court  say  :  "  This  (piestion  is  as  novel  as  it  is  important." 
But  they  admit:  ••  Tiie  common  law,  jealous  ot"  domestic  peace  and  security, 
did  not  permit  an  officer  to  break  open  an  outer  door  of  the  defendant's 
dwelling-house,  for  the  purpose  of  executing  a  <-(i.  sa.  upon  the  person,  or  of 
levying  aji./a.  upon  the  goods  of  the  defendant,  unless  the  King  was  plaintiff. 
Every  man's  house  was  deemed  his  castle,  autl  an  ordinary  judicial  writ  did 
not  authorize  the  opening  of  the  outer  door,  lest  the  King's  enemies  might 
enter."  In  a  note  to  this  case,  2~)  Am.  Dec.  171,  Mr.  Freeman  cites  the  prin- 
cipal case.  In  State  v.  Artnjield,  supra,  it  was  held  that  the  officer  had  no 
right  to  force  open  the  outer  door  which  the  inmates  were  endeavoring  to 
close  against  him. 


No.  4.  —  SCOTT   V.   SCHOLEY. 

(k.  b.  1807.) 

No.  5.  —  FAEEANT   v.   THOMPSON. 

(K.  li.  1812.) 
RULE. 

A  WRIT  oi  Ji.  fa.  can  only  be  executed  against  a  legal 
interest. 

Realty,  or  chattels  which  the  law  regards  as  annexed 
thereto,  e.  g.  landlord's  fixtures,  cannot  be  taken  in  execu- 
tion under  a  writ  oiji.fa. 

Scott  V.  Scholey. 

8  East.  467-486  {'J  R.  U   487). 

Execution.  —  Fi.  fa.  — Equitable  interest. 

A  mere  equitable  interest  in  a  term  of  years  cannot  be  taken  in  execu-   [467] 
tlonbytlu-  sheriff  under  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  at   the  suit  of  a  judgment 
creditor. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  tlie  defendants,  as  sheriff 
of  ^Middlesex,  for  a  false  return  of  nulla  bona  to  a  writ  of  Jirri 
facias  issued  upon  a  judgment  of  Micliaehnas  term,  1792,  for 
£1600,  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  against  the  goods  and  chattels 
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of  George  Coleman  ;  indorsed  to  levy  £1300  besides  poundage,  &c. : 
to  which  the  defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue  :  and  a  verdict 
for  £1300  having  been  given  for  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial  at  the 
sittings  at  Westminster  after  Hilary  term,  1806,  which  was  moved 
to  be  set  aside  in  tlie  following  term,  the  following  facts  were 
agreed  to  be  put  in  the  form  of  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  tlie 
Court. 

On  the  10th  of  July,  1795,  an  indenture  of  lease  was  granted  by 
G.  Moore  to  the  said  George  Coleman  of  the  New  Theatre  and 
some  adjoining  premises  in  tlie  Hay  market,  in  the  county  of  Middle- 
sex ;  to  hold  to  Coleman  from  Lady-day  then  last  for  seventeen 
years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  X400.  On  the  13th  of  August,  1795, 
another  lease  was  granted  by  J.  Mucklow  to  Coleman  of  a 
piece  of  ground  and  premises  in  James  Street  in  the  Haymarket, 
to  hold  from  Midsummer  then  last  for  sixteen  years,  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  £31  10s.  On  the  8th  of  September,  1795,  by  a  deed  of  as- 
signment made  between  Coleman  of  the  1st  part,  G.  Wathen  and 
S.  Arnold  of  the  2nd  part,  and  W.  Morland,  F.  Const,  and  T.  Hol- 
loway  of  the  3rd  part,  Coleman  (with  the  consent  of  Wathen, 
Arnold,  and  Const)  assigned  to  Morland,  Const,  and  Hollowa}"  the 
said  theatre  and  other  premises  comprised  in  the  said  two 
[*  468]  leases  for  all  the  time  *  then  to  come  therein:  and  Cole- 
man l)y  such  deed  also  assigned  to  them  the  wardrobe, 
dresses,  ornaments,  music,  musical  instruments,  compositions,  and 
pieces,  and  all  copyright,  property,  and  interest  of  his  deceased 
father  in  all  plays,  &c.,  dramatical,  musical,  or  other  pieces,  the 
property  of  the  said  theatre,  upon  trust  to  grant  certain  annuities; 
which  were  accordingly  granted,  but  which  determined  on  the 
15th  of  October,  1804;  and  to  make  certain  payments,  which  were 
accordingly  made  ;  and  with  an  ultimate  trust  for  Coleman,  his 
executors  and  assigns.  By  two  several  indentures  indorsed  on  the 
last-mentioned  deed  of  assignment  Coleman  cliaigcd  his  interest 
in  the  said  trust  premises  with  certain  sums  of  money  ;  all  which 
were  |')aid  off  and  discliarged  l)ef(tre  the  13th  of  October,  1804,  ex- 
cept two  sevi^ral  sums  of  i^800  and  £273,  with  an  ari'car  of  interest 
thereon,  due  to  T.  Holloway.  l>y  another  indenture  of  assignment, 
dated  the  13th  of  October,  1804,  also  indorsed  on  the  same  deed, 
and  made  between  Coleman  of  the  1st  part,  W.  Jewell  of  the  2nd 
part,  and  Morland,  Const,  and  Holloway  of  the  3rd  part ;  after  re- 
citing that  tlie  trusts  of  the  former  assignment  of  the  8th  Septem- 
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ber,  1795,  had  been  'executed  without  any  sale  of  the  trust 
premises,  and  that  tlie  sums  secured  by  the  before-mentioned 
deeds,  e.Kcept  those  due  to  Holloway,  had  been  paid  out  of  the 
rents,  profits,  and  produce  of  the  trust  premises  ;  Coleman  assi^aied 
to  Morland,  Const,  and  Holloway,  the  said  theatre,  leasehold 
premises,  and  otlier  effects  assigned  by  the  former  assignment,  dis- 
charged from  the  trusts  of  that  assignment  and  the  indentures 
indorsed  thereon ;  but  upon  trust  to  pay  the  bills  of  certain  trades- 
men employed  by  the  trustees  on  account  of  the  theatre,  amount- 
ing to  £1400  :  and  afterpayment  thereof,  upon  trust  for  pay- 
ing to  Holloway  *  £2202,  8t/.,  and  to  Jewell  £4044  5s.,  and  [*  469] 
afterwards  in  trust  for  Coleman,  his  executors,  &c.  Pre- 
vious to  the  4th  of  June,  1805,  (Joleman  contracted  with  1).  E. 
Morris  for  the  sale  to  him  of  one  undivided  fourth  part  of  his 
term  in  the  said  tlieatre  and  leaseholds,  and  of  the  machinery, 
wardrobe,  dresses,  musical  and  other  instruments,  books,  copy- 
right, and  otlier  theatrical  stock  and  property  at  such  theatre, 
for  £3500 ;  and  also  contracted  with  P.  Tahourdin  and  J.  Winston 
for  the  sale  to  them  of  another  undivided  fourth  part  of  the  same 
property,  at  the  like  price  of  X3500.  On  the  4th  June,  1805,  by 
indenture  of  nine  parts,  between  Morland,  Const,  and  Holloway,  of 
the  1st  part,  Jewell  of  the  2nd  part,  Coleman  of  the  3rd  part,  Cathe- 
rine his  wife  of  the  4th  part,  Morris  of  the  5th  part,  P.  Tahourdin 
and  Winston  of  the  6th  part,  J.  Neeld  of  the  7th  part,  F.  Fladgate 
of  the  8th  part,  and  G.  Tahourdin  and  J.  Stuart  of  the  9th  part ; 
after  reciting  the  leases  and  other  deeds,  circumstances,  and  con- 
tracts above  set  forth,  to  the  effect  above  stated  ;  and  that  at  the 
time  of  entering  into  the  contract  with  Morris  it  luid  been  stipu- 
lated by  him  as  the  brother  of  Cath.  Coleman,  and  agreed  to  by 
Coleman,  that  some  provision  should  be  made  for  the  said  Cathe- 
rine his  wife  (she  then  living  separate  from  her  husbnnd)  out  of 
the  profits  and  produce  of  the  remaining  two-fourth  parts  of  the 
said  property, to  be  retained  by  her  husband;  but  that  such  re- 
maining moiety  should  stand  ns  an  indemnity  to  the  said  Morris, 
P.  Tahourdin,  and  Winston,  against  all  claims  upon  theuL  or  the 
shares  purchased  by  them,  by  the  said  Catherine,  or  the  trades- 
men or  other  creditors  or  claimants  of  Coleman  :  and  reciting  that 
all  the  trusts  of  the  several  recited  deeds  had  been  fully  performed, 
except  the  payment  of  £2272  17s.  9d.  to  Holloway,  and 
<£4173  1.5.  8cf.  to  Jewell,  and  *tho  payment  of  the  trades-    [*470] 
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men's  bills  in  respect  of  the  theatre  and  trust  premises  ;  upon 
payment  whereof  no  incumbrance  would  remain  upon  the  said 
property,  except  the  rents  payable  under  the  leases,  and  the 
charges  to  be  made  under  that  present  indenture :  and  reciting, 
that  to  provide  a  fund  for  payment  of  the  tradesmen's  bills,  Cole- 
man had  applied  to  Neeld  to  advance  him  <£1233  14s.  5d.,  at 
interest,  for  six  months ;  and  had  agreed  that  such  sum  and  inter- 
est should  be  secured  as  after  mentioned ;  and  that  Neeld  had  ad- 
vanced the  money,  which  was  to  be  paid  to  Morland,  Const,  and 
Holloway,  to  be  applied  as  after  mentioned ;  and  reciting  that  it 
had  been  agreed  that  £1272  17s.  9d.,  part  of  the  money  so  due  to 
Holloway,  and  the  whole  of  the  money  so  due  to  Jewell,  should 
be  paid  out  of  the  purchase  monies  ;  and  that  for  the  security  of 
the  purchasers'  judgments,  which  had  been  confessed  for  securing 
to  Holloway  and  to  Jewell  their  said  del)ts,  should  1)C  assigned  to 
G.  Tahourdin,  upon  trust  to  keep  such  judgments  on  foot  as  a  par- 
amount security  and  protection  to  the  purchasers  respectively ;  P. 
Tahourdin  and  Winston  having  agreed  to  secure  the  payment  to 
Holloway  of  £1000,  the  remainder  of  the  said  debt :  it  was  wit- 
nessed, that  in  consideration  of  £3500  by  Morris,  and  of  X3500  l)y 
r.  Tahourdin  and  Winston,  and  of  £1233  14lS.  hd.  by  Neeld,  at 
Coleman's  direction,  paid  to  Morland,  Const,  and  Holloway ; 
amounting  together  to  £8233  14s.  od.,  out  of  which  was  to  be  paid 
(and  was  paid)  at  the  execution  of  tlie  deed  to  Holloway,  £1272 
17s.  9d.  in  part  of  his  del)t ;  the  renuiining  £1000  being  agreed  to 
be  secured  (and  in  fact  since  paid)  by  V.  Tahourdin  and  Winston  ; 
and  to  Jewell  £4173  Is.  8^/.  ;  and  £1787  15s.,  residue  of  the 
£8233  14s.  bd.,  or  a  competent  part  thereof,  was  to  be 
[*471]  applied  in  payment  of  *  tradesmen's  bills;  and  the  sur- 
plus (if  any)  to  Neeld,  in  |)art  discharge  of  the  sum  ad- 
vanced by  him :  Morland,  Const,  and  Holloway,  assigned,  and 
Holloway  and  Jewell  respectively  released,  and  Coleman  assigned 
and  confirmed,  to  Neeld  and  Fladgate,  the  said  tlieatre,  leases, 
wai'drobe,  &c.,  and  other  trust  premises,  and  all  (^Jeman's  dramatic 
works  and  compositions,  and  all  other  the  estate,  goods,  chattels, 
cFiects,  and  pro})erty,  whereof  (Joleman,  or  any  other  in  trust  for 
liiiii,  was  ]><)ssessed  or  entitled  to  in  the  said  theatre  or  otherwise, 
so  in  ies])ect  thereof  discharged  from  the  trusts  of  the  before  men- 
tioned indentures;  but  upon  the  following  trusts,  viz.,  1st,  as  to 
the  £1787  15s.  to  pay  the  bills  then  due  for  workmanship,  &c.,  at 
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the  said  theatre,  but  not  auy  of  Coleman's  private  debts ;  and  the 
residue,  if  any,  to  Xeehl,  in  part  discharge  of  the  money  advanced 
by  him.  And  as  to  the  premises  assigned  to  Xeekl  and  Fladgate. 
upon  trust  to  pay  the  rents  reserved  by  the  said  leases,  taxes,  and 
insurance  from  tire ;  and  to  indemnify  Morland,  Const,  and  Hollo- 
way  against  all  actions,  &c.  in  respect  to  their  having  acted  as 
trustees  under  the  deed  of  the  Sth  September,  1795,  or  having  exe- 
cuted that  indenture :  and  subject  thereto  as  to  one  undivided  fourth 
part,  in  trust  for  Morris  ;  and  as  to  another  undivided  foiu'th  part,  in 
trust  for  P.  Tahourdin  and  Winston,  as  tenants  in  common  ;  and 
as  to  the  remaining  two  undivided  fourth  parts,  the  assignment, 
made  by  the  said  deed  was  thereby  declared  to  be,  upon  trust  out 
of  the  rents,  profits,  and  annual  proceeds,  to  pay  the  remainder  of 
the  debt,  if  any,  then  due  to  Xeeld ;  to  indemnify  Morris,  Taht^mr- 
din,  and  Winston,  against  the  payment  of  tlie  ground  rents,  trades- 
men's bills,  and  other  claims,  beyond  their  due  proportion  of  the 
reserved  rents ;  to  raise  an  annuity  of  £300  for  Catherine 
Coleman  during  the  *  joint  lives  of  her  and  Coleman  :  and  [*  472] 
afterwards,  in  trust  for  Coleman,  his  executors,  Szc.  And 
subject  to  the  said  several  trusts  to  permit  and  suffer  Coleaian, 
Monis,  P.  TahouriUn,  and  Wmston,  or  the  three  last-named  per- 
sons only  (in  case  it  should  appear  to  Xeeld  and  Fladgate  advi- 
sable on  account  of  Coleman's  debts  to  exclude  liim  for  a  time)  to 
have  the  full  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  theatre  and  trust 
premises,  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  the  same  a<  productive  as 
possilile.  The  judgments  to  Holloway  and  Jewell  were  by  the 
same  deed  assigned  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  recital :  and 
G.  Tahourdin  and  Stuart  were  empowered  l\v  Holloway  and 
Jewell  to  issue  executions  on  them,  so  as  to  keep  out  any  other 
execution  against  the  property  by  any  other  of  Coleman's  cred- 
itors ;  and  also  to  acknowledge  satisfaction  on  record.  The  whole 
of  the  consideration  money  stated  in  this  deed  was  paid  and  ap- 
plied in  the  manner  therein  described ;  and  Coleman's  interest  in 
the  unsold  moiety  «tf  the  leasehold  theatre,  machinery,  wardrobe, 
and  instruments,  was  worth  more  than  the  incumbrances  cliarged 
on  it  and  the  amount  of  the  plaintiffs  execution.  The  plaintitt's 
judgment  and  writ  of  Ji^ri  fajcio.s  were  regularly  proved ;  and  on 
the  19th  of  June,  1805,  the  defendants,  then  sherififs  of  Middlesex, 
entered  the  theatre  under  such  writ,  and  continued  in  possession 
until  the  middle  of  September  at  the  rei|uest  of  Xeeld  and  Flad- 
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gate,  who  on  the  20th  of  June,  1805,  delivered  to  the  sheriff'  a  copy 
of  the  deed  of  the  4th  of  that  month  before  stated.  On  the  10th  of 
September,  1805,  the  defendants  served  the  plaintiff  with  notice 
of  taking  an  inquisition  by  a  jury  concerning  the  property  in  the 
said  theatre  ;  but  Neeld  and  Fladgate,  together  with  P.  Taliourdin, 

having  indemnified  the  defendants  for  returning  nulla  honu 
[*  473]  to  the  plaintiff's  writ,  the  *  defendants  withdrew  from  the 

said  theatre,  without  taking  any  iiuiuisition ;  and  in 
Michaelmas  term  made  a  return  of  nulUi  bona  on  the  plaintiff''s 
fieri  facias.  The  (i[uestion  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  or  not  under  the  aljove  circumstances  tlie  plaintiff"  were 
entitled  to  recover  :  if  he  were,  the  verdict  was  to  stand ;  if  not, 
then  a  new  trial  was  to  be  granted.  The  case  was  argued  in 
Easter  term  last  by 

Marryat  for  the  plaintiff'.  The  C[uestion  is,  Whetlier  the 
equitable  beneficial  interest,  concurrent  or  residuary,  which 
Coleman  had  in  the  term  of  years  in  the  theatre  and  other  prop- 
erty comprised  in  the  trust  deed  of  the  4th  of  June,  1805,  were 
subject  to  be  taken  and  sold  by  the  sheriff  under  the  writ  of 
fieri  facias  issued  against  Coleman  at  the  suit  of  a  judgment 
creditor?  Strictly  speaking,  Coleman  had  not  a  mere  equity  of 
redemption  on  payment  of  present  incumbrances,  but  rather  a 
partial  present  interest  in  the  term.  He,  in  conjunction  with 
three  others,  is  by  the  terms  of  the  trust  to  have  the  full  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  property,  unless  the  trustees  shall  see  reason 
to  exclude  him  for  a  time,  on  account  of  his  debts  ;  and  the  funds 
out  of  which  the  incumbrances  and  charges  are  to  l)e  paid  are 
"  the  rents,  profits,  and  annual  proceeds."  The  subject-matter, 
therefore,  of  the  execution  is  a  chattel  interest  lield  in  trust  for 
the  immediate  benefit  of  the  debtor,  and  not  a  mere  ulterior  modi- 
fication of  such  an  interest.  And  tlie  question,  in  lliis  \ie\v  of 
the  case,  will  ])e,  Whether  tlui  trust  can  ])rotect  such  an  interest 
from  common  law  process  against  the  debtor  ^  There  is  no  case, 
however,  at  law  wliich  has  (U'cided  that  even  an  e(]uity  of  redenq)- 

tion  may  not  be  takcni  in  execution.  It  may  be  admitted 
[*  474]  that  it  cannot  be  tak(Mi  *  under  an  rlrr/if  ;    and  tluit   the 

10th  section  of  the  statute  (jf  frauds,  l)y  whicli  the  ti'ust  of 
ail  inlieritance  is  made  assets  at  law,  does  not  extend  to  the  case 
of  ;i  trust  of  a  term  of  years;  (tlu;  legislature,  as  he  contended, 
liaviniir    tlien    considered   that   the    trust    of    a  term  was   seizablc 
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before,  and  therefore   wanted  not  their  aid  to  make  it   so;)  yet 
there  is  a  great  ditierence  between  an  elegit  and  ^  fieri  facias ;  the 
former  is  process  given  by  statute,  Stat.  Westm.  2,  13  Ed.  I.  e.  18, 
which   must  therefore  be  executed  witli  all  statutable  qualifica- 
tions :  but  the  latter  is  a  common  law  process  executable  upon  all 
goods  and  chattel  interests,  without  restraint ;  and  it  lies  on  the 
o^4ier   side    to  show  that  a  partial   interest  in  a  chattel  is  not 
srizable  from  the   nature  of  the  writ,  the  very  form  of   which 
si  ows  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  goods  or  chattels  sold  under 
it  to  be  within  the  corporal  touch  of  the  sheritf  at  the  time;  for 
it  commands  him  to  cause  to  be  made  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  defendant  the  sum  recovered.      [Lord  Ellen  borough  ob- 
served   that  the   terms    of   the  subsequent   process    of   venditioni 
exponas  seemed  to  imply  that  the  sheriff  should  have  made  an 
actual  seizure  before  sale.     And  Lawrence,  J.  adverted  to  Jcanes 
V.    Wilkins,  1  Ves.   Sen.   195,  where  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that 
a  sale  of  a  leasehold  by  the  sheriff,  under  a  fieri  facias,  was  good, 
without  any  venditioni  exponas  issued.]     In  every  case  where  a 
legal  term  is  taken  in  execution,  it  is  the  interest  of  the  debtor 
in  the  term  which  is  taken  and  sold,  and  not  the  land  itself  or  the 
indenture  of  demise.     The  deed  is  only  evidence  of  the  right,  and 
not  the  right  itself.     [Lawrence,  J.  asked  if  he  meant  to  contend 
that  the  sheriff  could  by  virtue  of  tlie  writ  sell  cattle  or 
other  goods  of  *  the  defendant  in  the  execution,  merely  by  [*475] 
making  out  a  bill  of  sale  of  them  in  his  office  to  the  pur- 
chaser, without  having  first  made  an  actual  seizure  of  the  property, 
and   leave   the  other  afterwards  to  bring  his  action   of   trover?] 
There  is  a  distinction  in  this  respect  between   things  which  pass 
by  delivery  and  by  assignment.     There  can  be   no   delivery  of  a 
term :  it  can   only  pass  by  assignment.      Suppose  the  indenture 
to  be  lost,  or  purposely  withheld  by  the  debtor,  the  sheriff  cannot 
make  even  a  symbolical  seizure  of  the  term.     The  law,  however, 
has  contemplated  this  difficulty ;  and  therefore  it  is  sufficient  for 
the  sheritf  to  assign  to  the  vendee  all  the  interest  of  the  party, 
in  general  terms  ;  for,  says  the  Court  in  Palmer's  Case,  4  Co.  Eep. 
74,  and  Cro.  Eliz.  584,  the  sheriff "  by  common  intendment  cannot 
have  precise  knowledge  of   the  beginning  and  end  of  the  term, 
not  having  means  to  be  informed  thereof."     And  this  was  recog- 
nized in  Taylor  y.  Cole.  3  T.  E.  292,  (1  R.  E.  706,)  where  it  was  held 
sufliicient  for  the  sheriff,  in  pleading  the  taking  of  a  term   under 
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^  fi.  fa.,  to  stcate  that  the  party  was  possessed  of  a  certain  interest 
in  the  residue  of  a  certain  term  of  years,  without  stating  'what 
that  interest  was ;  although  it  was  objected  that  it  might  be  any 
other  interest  than  the  term  itself.  [Tt  was  observed  by  the  Court 
that  Lord  Kenyox's  words  there  were,  "  that  the  plaintiff  was  in 
possession  of  a  certain  term  ;  and  that  it  was  im))0ssible  to  suggest 
any  possessi(jn  of  a  term  that  was  not  the  subject  of  seizure  by 
the  sheriff  under  a  jieri  facias."  From  whence  it  might  be  pre- 
sumed that  he  meant  to  speak  of  a  legal  possession  by  the  termor.] 
The  same  ditticulty  would  apply  in  full  force   in  the  case  of  an 

execution  against  tlie  tenant  of  a  legal  term  in  an  incor- 
[*476]  poreal  *  hereditament,  or  in  a  lease  by  parol  for  three 
years ;  which  no  doubt  might  be  assigned  by  the  sheriff, 
and  yet  are  not  capable  of  actual  seizure.  But  whatever  the  in- 
convenience may  be,  where  the  sheriff  has  no  certain  means  of 
ascertaining  to  the  vendee  what  the  debtor's  interest  in  the  term 
is,  for  want  of  the  deed,  the  debtor  himself  who  withholds  the 
necessary  information  will  be  the  only  sufferer ;  as  his  interest 
will  sell  for  so  much  less  on  account  of  such  uncertainty.  The 
difhculty,  however,  of  a  seizure  and  sale  by  the  slieriff  of  an 
equitable  interest  in  a  term  is  not  greater  than  in  many  cases  of 
legal  interests  which  are  clearly  vendible  by  him.  The  interest  of 
one  tenant  in  a  joint  chattel  may  be  taken  in  execution  on  a  fi.  fa., 
Baclnirst  v.  Clinkard,  1  Show.  169,  (173,)  and  Eddie  v.  Daindson, 
Dougl.  650  ;  and  yet  the  co-tenant  cannot  l)e  dispossessed  of  it, 
nor  can  his  share  be  sold  without  his  consent.  So  here  the  sheriff 
might  have  sold  Coleman's  partial  interest  in  the  theatre,  without 
affecting  the  possession  of  the  trustees  or  the  interests  of  the  other 
parties  to  the  deed.  Goods  pawned  may  be  taken  in  execution 
against  the  pawnor,  upon  satisfaction  of  the  pledge,  Bro.  Abr. 
Pledges,  pi.  24.  And  though  it  be  said  (Ibid,  and  tit.  PLxecution, 
pi.  107),  that  in  the  case  of  a  lease  of  land  and  of  a  stock  of  cattle 
for  a  year,  they  cannot  be  taken  in  execution  during  the  term  ; 
that  is,  because  tlie  lessor  himself  could  not  have  dispossessed  his 
tenant  during  the  year ;  and  of  course  the  lessor's  creditor  cannot. 
Hut,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  pawnee  in  the  one  case,  and  of  the 
lessee  in  the  other,  tlie  goods  may  be  taken  ;  and  if  a  rent  were 

reserved  to  the  lessor,  the  debtor,  out  of  the  cliattel,  such 
[*  477]  rent  might  presently  be  taken  in  *  execution.    In  Cadogan 

V.  Kennet,  (^owp.  432,  the  household  furniture   vested  in 
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tni.stees,  in  trust  for  the  Imsband  for  life,  remainder  to  the  wife 
for  life,  &c.  were  held  amenable,  as  to  any  rent  which  was  made 
of  them,  to  the  husband's  creditors,  during  his  life.  [The  Court 
said  that  was  only  an  equitalde  arrangement  at  nisi  ^^/•m.!>'.]  The 
same  difficulty  did  not  occur  here  as  e.xisted  in  that  case  ;  for  the 
sheriff  here  was  not  required  to  dispossess  any  other  person  en- 
titled to  the  possession  ;  but  only  to  sell  subject  to  the  rights  of 
all  those  who  had  concurrent  or  prior  claims.  It  seems  difficult 
to  distinguish  in  this  respect  the  case  of  an  interest  of  this  de- 
scription from  that  of  any  legal  reversionary  interest  in  a  chattel, 
which  may  doubtless  be  sold  under  aji.  fc:  as  if  a  lessee  for  a 
long  term  of  years  underlet ;  that  will  not  protect  the  original 
lease  from  being  taken  in  execution  during  the  sub-term,  subject 
to  the  undertenant's  interest ;  and  yet  there  is  nothing  for  the 
sheriff  to  deliver  possession  of.  And  it  can  make  no  difference  in 
that  respect  whether  the  sheriff  get  possession  of  the  deed  or  not, 
any  more  than  in  the  case  of  an  execution  against  the  sub-tenant 
in  possession.  [Lawrence,  J.  referred  to  PlunJcct  v.  Fenson,  2  Atk. 
294,  where  Ltjrd  Hakdwicke  says,  that  "  if  there  be  a  mortgage 
for  1000  years,  and  the  reversion  in  fee  left  in  the  mortgagor,  it 
w^ill  be  legal  assets  ;  because  the  bond  creditor  might  have  judgment 
against  the  heir  of  the  obligor,  and  a  cessct  executio  till  the  reversion 
come  into  possession.  But  where  it  is  a  mortgage  of  the  whole 
inheritance,  he  did  not  see  what  remedy  a  bond  creditor  could 
have  to  make  it  assets  at  law.]  That  would  be  leaving  the  debtor 
to  enjoy  the  property  in  the  mean  time.  But  it  seems 
more  reasonable  to  say,  *that  whatever  interest  the  debtor  [*47S] 
himself  may  sell,  the  sheriff  may  also  sell ;  although  it 
may  not  be  capable  of  actual  seiz:ure  and  delivery.  As  in  Yuri-  v. 
Ticine,  Cro.  Jac.  78,  an  annuity  granted  by  the  crown  under  the 
great  seal,  and  payable  by  the  receiver  in  the  Court  of  Wards, 
was  sold  by  the  sheriff  under  a  writ  of /?.  fa  ,  and  held  well.  ( J-reat 
inconvenience  and  prejudice  to  creditors  will  ensue  if  equitable 
interests  are  held  to  be  exempt  from  common  law  executions.  A 
large  mass  of  property  is  enjoyed  under  executory  contracts. 
Lands  are  often  held,  especially  for  the  purpose  of  building,  under 
an  agreement  for  a  lease,  which  is  seldom  granted  till  all  the 
houses  are  built,  and  frequently  the  tenants  rest  satisfied  with 
such  equitable  demises.  All  this  property  will  be  out  of  the 
reach  of  the  Courts  of  Law.     Besides  which,  any  person  possessing 
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a  chattel  interest  of  however  great  value  may  prevent  its  heing 
taken  in  execution  for  his  debts  by  mortgaging  it  for  a  small  sum, 
and  thereby  converting  his  present  legal  into  an  equitable  rever- 
sionary right,  although  he  would  continue  in  the  complete  enjoy- 
ment of  it  as  before.  And  arguments  ab  inconvenicnti  are  always 
allowed  to  have  weight  in  the  absence  of  express  authorities 
against  them. 

Eichardson  contra.  ... 

Marry  at  in  reply.  .  .  . 
[483]  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  said  that  the  case  involved  a 
question  of  great  magnitude  and  extent,  upon  which  it  was 
proper  for  the  Court  to  deliberate  before  they  pronounced  their 
judgment.  The  case  therefore  stood  over  till  this  day,  when  his 
Lordship  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  defendants,  as  sheriff 
of  Middlesex,  for  a  false  return  of  nulla  bona  to  a  writ  of  Jieri 
facias  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  George  Coleman,  Esq., 
which  was  tried  before  me,  and  in  which  a  verdict  was  given  for 
the  plaintiff.  Upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  it  was  ordered  that  the 
facts  should  be  stated  in  the  form  of  a  case  for  the  opinion  of 
the  Court.  [After  stating  the  material  facts  of  the  case  his  Lord- 
ship proceeded.] 

The  question  of  law  arising  out  of  these  facts  is,  whether  the 
residuary  beneficial  interest  of  Mr.  Coleman,  under  the  trusts 
upon  w^hich  a  lease  for  years  in  the  new*  theatre  in  the  Hay- 
market,  and  the  apparatus,  &c.  belonging  to  the  same  had  been 
assigned,  and  which  remains  to  him,  after  satisfying  the  several 
debts  and  incumbrances  thereupon,  and  indemnifying  the  trustees 
acting  under  the  trust  deed,  were  liable  to  l)e  taken  in  execution 
by  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  for  the  debt  of  the  i)laintif!',  a  judgment 
creditor?  Which  question  in  other  and  fewer  words  amounts  to 
this,  viz.,  whether  an  equitable  interest  in  a  term  of  years  can  be 
sold  nuder  a  fieri  facias  ?  The  sheriff's  authority  is  de- 
[*  484]  rived  under  a  *  writ,  by  which  Ik;  is  comniamlcd  to  cause 
to  be  made  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  defendant  the 
sum  recovered;  and  which  sura  is  of  course  to  be  made  by  a  sale 
of  the  things  taken  under  the  execution.  If  the  sheriff  should 
not  be  able,  before  his  writ  is  returnable,  effectually  to  execute  it 
in  this  particular,  he  is  allowed  to  excuse  himself  by  returning 
that  the  goods  remain  in  his  hands  unsold  for  want  of    buyers : 
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upon  which  another  writ  issues,  coninianding  him  to  expose  to 
sale  the  goods  so  remaining  in  his  liands  unsold.  The  language  of 
these  writs  and  return  evidently  imports,  that  the  goods  and 
chattels,  which  are  the  object  of  them,  are  properly  of  a  tangible 
nature,  capable  of  manual  seizure,  and  of  being  detained  in  the 
sheriffs  hands  and  custody,  and  such  also  as  are  conveniently 
capable  of  sale  and  transfer  by  the  sherifi",  to  whom  the  writ  is 
directed,  for  the  satisfaction  of  a  creditor.  The  legal  interest  in  a 
term  of  years,  both  in  respect  of  the  possession  of  which  the  lease- 
hold property  itself  is  capable,  and  also  in  respect  of  the  instru- 
ment by  which  the  term  is  created  and  secured,  (both  of  which 
are  capable  of  delivery  to  a  vendee,)  has  been  always  held  to 
answer  the  description  of  the  writ,  and  to  be  saleable  tliereunder. 
(Dyer,  o63,  a).  But  no  single  instance  is  to  be  found  in  the  his- 
tory and  practice  of  the  Courts  of  common  law,  in  which  an  equit- 
able interest  in  a  term  of  years  has  ever  been  recognized  as 
saleable,  (seizal)le  of  course  it  cannot  be,)  under  a  fieri  facias. 
Besides,  what  locality  belongs  to  an  equitable  interest,  a  resulting 
trust,  for  instance,  in  a  term  for  years,  so  as  to  render  it  more  fitly 
the  subject  of  execution  and  sale  by  the  sheriff  of  any  one  county 
than  another  ?  The  degree  of  inconvenience  which  would  attend 
the  sale  of  such  interests  by  the  sheriff,  although  it  would 
in  *  strictness  afford  no  argument  against  an  ascertained  [*  485] 
legal  power  of  the  sheriff  on  such  a  subject,  is  a  sufficient 
reason  why  the  Court  should  anxiously  watch  the  extension  of 
such  power  in  a  case  in  any  respect  doubtful.  AVIiat  means,  in 
any  degree  adequate,  has  the  sheriff  of  taking  an  account  of  the 
actual  amount  of  the  incumbrances  thereupon,  or  of  ascertaining 
the  extent  of  the  indemnities  which  the  trustees  may  be  entitled 
to  claim?  The  sale  of  such  an  interest,  if  it  were  to  be  made  at 
all  by  the  sheriff,  must  necessarily  be  made  under  circumstances 
of  still  greater  ignorance  and  uncertainty  as  to  its  value,  than 
attend  sales  of  any  other  description  of  property  ;  and  not  only 
without  any  legal  means  of  delivering  a  present  possession  of  the 
thing  sold,  but  in  general  without  having  even  the  type  or  instru- 
ment of  any  legal  interest  whatsoever,  present  or  future,  in  the 
subject  of  such  sale,  to  exhibit  to  the  sight,  or  deliver  to  the  hands 
of  a  purchaser.  It  has  indeed  been  urged  in  argument,  as  an 
inconvenience  on  the  other  side,  if  sucli  equities  of  redemption  in 
chattel  interests  shall  be  held  not  to  be  saleable  under  an  execution  ; 
VOL.  XI.  —  42 
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that,  by  means  of  a  mortgage  of  the  largest  leasehold  property  for 
the  smallest  sum  imaginable,  such  property  might  be  effectually 
protected  and  withdrawn  from  the  legal  claims  of  every  creditor. 
But  the  inconvenience  in  the  case  put  does  not  extend  beyond  the 
necessity,  which  such  a  step  would  occasion,  of  resorting  to  a 
different  remedy,  to  be  applied  in  another  court,  upon  a  bill  to  be 
filed  by  the  judgment  creditor  in  such  (jther  court,  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  it.  In  a  Court  of  Equity  he  might  be  let  in  to  redeem 
such  mortgage  incumbrances  as  stood  in  the  way  of  his  common 

law  remedy  by  execution ;  or  he  might  have  a  decree  for 
[*  -486]   the  sale  of  the  mortgage  term  itself,  in  *  satisfaction  of  his 

rights  ac  an  execution  creditor.  Shirley  v.  Watts,  3  Atk. 
200,  is  an  authority  for  this  purpose :  as  is  also  the  case  of  Burdon 
V.  Kennedy,  3  Atk.  739.  In  the  case  of  Lystcr  v.  Dolland,  reported 
in  3  Bro.  Chan.  Cases  480,  and  1  Vez.  jun.  431,  Lord  Thuelow 
was  at  last  of  opinion  that  an  equity  of  redemption  of  a  term 
could  not  be  taken  in  execution  ;  though  at  first,  under  an  appre- 
hension that  the  language  of  the  10th  sect,  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
applied  to  such  a  case,  he  had  inclined  to  hold  otherwise.  But  the 
very  silence  of  that  statute,  which,  while  it  expressly  introduces  a 
new  provision  in  respect  to  lands  and  tenements  held  in  trust  for 
the  person  against  whom  an  execution  is  sued,  says  nothing  as  to 
trusts  of  chattel  interests,  affords  a  strong  argument  that  those 
interests  were  meant  to  continue  in  the  same  situation  and  plight, 
in  respect  of  executions,  in  which  both  freehold  and  leasehold 
trust  interests  equally  stood  prior  to  the  passing  of  that  statute. 
In  the  absence,  therefore,  of  any  authority  in  favour  of  the  sale  of 
such  an  equitable  interest  under  a  common  law  execution  against 
goods,  we  are  of  opinion,  upon  the  grounds  already  stated,  that  the 
sheriff's  return  of  mdJa  bona  in  this  case,  where  the  defendant  in 
the  execution  had  no  other  property  besides  the  trust  property  in 
question,  was  not  a  false  return  ;  and  of  course  tliat  the  verdict, 
which  has  been  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  against  the  sheriff  in  this 
case,  must  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

Farrant  v.  Thompson. 

f)  Barn.  &  Alil.  82r)-8;!()  (2  Dowl.  &  Kv.  1  :  i>4  K.  R.  .571). 

Execution.  —  Mill-nuicliiiicry.  —  Lrnidlnrtr  s  fixtur/:s. 

[820]       Wlicre  certain  inill-inadiliu'ry,  tof^rtluT  witli  a  mill,  bad  been  demised 
for  a  term  to  a  tenant,  and  hv,  vvitliont  itorniission  of  iiis  landlord,  severed 
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the  mMchiiiory  from  tlic  mill  ;  iiiul  it  was  afterwards  seized  under  i\  fi.  fa.  l)y  the 
.sheriff,  and  scdd  l)y  him  :  Held,  that  no  property  pa.ssed  to  tlie  vendee,  and  tliat 
the  landlord  was  entitled  to  bring  trovei  for  the  macliinery,  even  diiriui,'-  the 
continuance  of  the  term. 

Trover  for  mill  machinery.  At  the  trial,  before  AHi'>(yrT,  C.  J., 
at  the  Middlesex  Sittings  after  Easter  Term,  the  following  apjieaiTnl 
to  1)0  the  facts  of  the  case.  On  the  lOtli  of  July,  1S20,  the  plain- 
tiif  agread,  by  an  instrument  in  writing,  to  purchase  of  one 
Richards,  for  the  remainder  of  a  term  of  99  years,  certain  premises 
at  Cudham,  in  Kent,  on  which  Richards  had  erected  a  windmill, 
with  the  appurtenances,  the  same  having  been  demised  to  liim  for 
the  term  of  99  years,  at  a  yearly  rent  therein  mentioned  ;  and  the 
agreement  contained  a  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to 
grant  a  lease  of  the  premises  to  Richards,  for  the  term  of  30  years, 
at  the  yearly  rent  of  £80.  The  plaintiff  paid  the  purchase  nK)ney, 
and  Richards  became  his  tenant,  and  paid  rent  according  to  agree- 
ment. In  September,  1821,  Richards  offered  to  sell  to  the  defend- 
ant, Thompson,  part  of  the  machinery  of  the  mill,  which  he  was 
then  about  to  remove  to  Grays,  in  Essex.  A  day  was  fixed  for 
Itringing  the  machinery  to  Grays,  and  it  was  then  agreed  tliat 
Thompson  and  his  millwright  should  meet  Richards  at  Grays,  for 
the  purpose  of  purchasing  the  machinery.  The  machinery  was 
severed  by  the  tenant  from  the  mill,  and  while  on  the  road  from 
Cudham  to  Grays  was  seized  in  execution  by  the  sheriff  under  a 
Jl.  fa.  at  the  suit  of  a  third  person,  and  the  defendant  afterwards 
became  the  purchaser,  under  the  sheriff.  It  was  contended  at  the 
trial,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover,  because  the 
purchase  by  the  defendant  under  the  execution  was  equiva- 
lent to  a  sale  in  market  overt,  *  and  that  the  property  was  [*  827] 
thereby  changed,  and  that  the  plaintitt'  ought  to  have 
brought  his  action  against  the  sheriff  for  wrongfully  selling  the 
goods ;  and,  secondly,  that  as  the '  goods  were  in  possession  of 
the  tenant  under  a  demise,  trover  would  not  lie  for  them  during 
the  term  The  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict,  but  the  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice gave  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  and 

Scarlett  now  moved  accordingly.  This  action  is  not  maintain- 
able against  the  defendant.  Assuming  that  Farrant  might  have 
sued  the  sheriff  or  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  still,  the  defend- 
ant being  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice  under  afi.fa.,  is  not 
liable.     In  Mannint/s  Case,  8  Co.  Rep.  191,  it  was  resolved  that  a 
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sale  by  the  sheriff  by  force  of  a  Ji.  fn.  should  stand,  althougli  the 
judgment  be  afterwards  reversed ;  for  the  sheriff  who  made  the 
sale  had  lawful  authority  to  sell,  and  l)y  tlie  sale  the  vendee  had 
an  absolute  property  in  the  term.  In  Doc  v.  Thorn,  1  M.  &  S. 
425,  (14  E.  E.  485,)  it  was  held,  that  if  a  sheriff  sell  a  term  under  a 
writ  of  fi.  fa.,  which  is  afterwards  set  aside  for  irregularity,  and 
the  produce  of  the  sale  be  directed  to  be  returned  to  the  termor,  the 
termor  cannot  maintain  ejectment  to  recover  his  term  against 
tlie  vendee  under  the  sheriff.  But,  secondly,  the  goods  being  in 
possession  of  the  tenant,  under  a  demise,  trover  was  not  maintain- 
able. The  tenant  was  entitled  to  the  use  of  them  during  the 
term,  and  the  landlord  cannot,  therefore,  maintain  trover  ;  he  can 
maintain  no  action,  except  for  waste  or  injury  done  to  the  inheri- 
tance. In  Gordon  v.  Harper,  7  T.  E.  9,  (4  E.  E.  369,)  the  goods 
leased  as  furniture  were  wrongfully  taken  in  execution  by 
[*  828]  the  sheriff;  and  it  was  *  held,  that  during  the  term,  trover 
was  not  maintainable  against  the  sheriff  by  tlie  landlord, 
because  the  latter  had  not  the  right  of  possession.  That  case  is 
expressly  in  point. 

Abbott,  C.  J.  I  thought  at  the  trial,  and  still  think,  tliat  there 
is  a  material  distinction  between  this  case  and  that  of  Gordon  v. 
Harper,  7  T.  E.  9,  (4  E.  E.  .369).  In  that  case  the  goods  removed 
were  personal  chattels,  and  the  tenant  had  not  by  any  wrongful 
act  put  an  end  to  his  ([ualified  possession  of  them.  Here,  how- 
ever, they  consisted  of  machinery  annexed  to  the  mill,  and  formed 
parcel  of  the  inheritance,  and,  when  wrongfully  severed,  became 
the  property  of  the  reversioner.  As  to  the  other  point,  the  sheriff 
wrongfully  took  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  those  of  the 
tenant;  he  could  acquire  no  title  by  his  wrongful  act,  and  could 
tlierefore  convey  no  title  to  the  defendant. 

IjAYLf:y,  J.  T  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  case  is  distin- 
guisliable  from  Gordon  v.  Harper,  in  two  particulars;  first,  there 
tlie  goods  removed  were  ])ersonal  chattels,  and,  at  the  time  of  the 
sci/ure,  continued  to  be  in  the  qualified  possession  of  the  tenant, 
which  the  lessor  agreed  the  lessee  should  have.  Here  the  goods 
were  parcel  of  tlic  inlieritance,  and  let  to  the  tenant  to  be  used, 
during  the  term,  in  a  particular  way,  viz.  in  that  ])articular  place, 
and  he,  by  his  own  act,  put  an  end  to  that  ([ualified  possession. 
They  are  not  in  ])iinciple  distinguishable  fr<.m  trees,  which  are 
parcel   of  the   inheritance,  to  the   use   of    which    the    tenant    has 
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only  a  qualified  rij^lit  during  his  term.  If,  however,  they 
are  *  separated  by  his  own  wrongful  act,  or  tlie  act  of  God,  [*  829] 
the  tenant  has  no  right  to  the  use  dui'iiig  his  term,  hut 
they  become  absolutely  vested  in  the  person  who  has  tlie  next 
estate  of  inheritance.  They  then  become  his  goods  and  chattels. 
Here  the  removal  was  intended  to  be  pernuuient,  and  the  chattels, 
Avhen  severed  wrongfully,  did  not  thereby  become  the  property  of 
the  wrong-doei-,  but  of  the  landlord. 

HoLROYD,  J.  I  think  trover  the  proper  remedy.  The  machin- 
ery was  let  together  with  the  mill,  and  was  part  of  the  mill.  It 
was  a  part  of  the  inheritance  until  the  demise  was  made  ;  when 
the  demise  took  place,  it  continued  part  of  the  inheritance  of  the 
landlord,  and  part  of  a  chattel  real  in  the  hands  of  the  tenant  in 
possession.  By  the  lease  or  agreement  the  tenant  lias  the  use, 
not  the  dominion,  of  the  property  demised ;  and,  therefoi-e,  when 
he  separated  any  part  of  it,  to  convert  it  from  a  chattel  real  to  a 
chattel  personal,  his  right  of  using  it  was  at  an  end  for  any  legal 
purpose,  that  right  being  only  t(t  use  it  in  the  state  in  which  it  was 
before.  In  the  case  of  a  lease  of  a  Imuse.  if  a  tenant  i)ulls  down 
any  part  of  it  wrongfully,  and  not  i'or  tlie  purpose  of  repair,  so  as  to 
constitute  waste,  the  person  whn  has  the  first  estate  of  inlieritance 
has  a  right  to  the  materials  of  which  that  house  was  before  com- 
posed ;  and  I  apprehend  he  has  a  right  to  an  immediate  possession 
of  those  materials,  in  the  like  manner  as  he  has  a  right  to  the  im- 
mediate possession  of  timber,  where  it  is  severed  from  the  inlieri- 
tance. In  that  case,  when  detached,  either  by  the  wrongful  act  of 
the  tenant  himself,  or  by  the  act  of  (lod,  it  immediately  becomes 
the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  person  entitled  to  the  first  estate  of 
inheritance,  and  the  right  which  had  been  for  some  time 
vested  in  the  tenant  *  has  cea.sed.  I  think  that  the  ten-  [*8:]'.»] 
ant's  right  was  put  an  end  to  in  this  case  by  the  separation 
of  the  machinery  for  an  unlawful  purpose,  which  was  his  own 
wrongful  act ;  and  that,  being  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  land- 
lord, as  the  person  who  had  tlie  first  estate  of  inheritance  in  the 
mill,  the  tenant  could  liavc  no  right  to  use  them  as  chattels  per- 
sonal, but  only  while  they  were  part  of  the  chattel  real ;  and, 
upon  the  separation,  the  whole  of  the  property  l)ecame  immedi- 
ately vested  in  the  landlord. 

Best,  J.  concurred.  Rule  refused. 
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ENGLISH  NOTES. 

"At  common  law,  the  coiiusoe  of  :i  recognisance,  or  a  jjlaintiff  wlio 
had  recovered  judgment  for  debt  or  damage.'^,  was  entitled  only  to  two 
writs  of  execution,  wliich  he  was  bound  to  sue  out  within  a  year  after 
the  recognisance  or  judgment:  one  a  writ  of  Iniari famas,  by  wliich 
the  sheriff  might  levy  the  corn,  or  other  present  profit  which  grew 
upon  the  land,  and  the  rents  payable  by  the  tenants,  and  the  beasts 
levant  and  couchaut  upon  the  land,  because  in  all  cases  of  levari  facias, 
the  land  is  considered  as  the  debtor  .  .  .  and  the  other  a  writ  of  fieri 
facias,  b}^  which  the  sheriff  was  to  seize  the  goods  and  chattels  in  exe- 
cution."' UnderhiUx.  Decevcax,  2  Wms.  8aund.,  197,  note  (1).  The 
note  then  deals  with  the  writs  of  ca.  sa.  and  elcffit,  the  former  of  which 
has  been  abolished  by  the  Debtor's  Act,  18G9  ('S2  &  33  Vict.  c.  62). 
By  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883  (46  &  47  Vict.  c.  52),  s.  146  (2)  it  is 
enacted:'  "No  writ  of  levari  facias  shall  hereafter  be  issued  in  any 
civil  proceeding."'  The  cases  respecting  this  writ  have  accordingly^ 
been  omitted  except  so  far  as  they  may  illustrate  jtrinciples  ai)plicablt^ 
to  execution  generalh'. 

The  general  duties  and  liabilities  of  the  sheriff  li;ne  been  discussed 
in  the  notes  to  No.  3,  p.  636,  et  seq.,  supra.  The  j)articular  things  that 
may  be  seized,  and  the  [)ractice  relating  to  the  execution  of  this  writ, 
will  form  the  subject-matter  of  the  present  jiote. 

Reverting  to  the  note  in  Wms.  Saunders  already  referred  to,  the 
following  passage  is  still  instructive  upon  the  })rinci])les  of  the  sub- 
ject: —  **It  was  formerly  h(dden  that  the  bare  entr}'  of  a  ])rayer  in  the 
elegit  upon  the  roll,  was  a  bar  to  all  other  executions,  for  the  plaintiff 
or  conusee,  having  made  his  election  to  take  this  renuMl3%  had  pre- 
(•lu(l('(l  jiiuiself  from  i-esorting  to  any  (jther  kind  of  execution,  1  Boll. 
Abr.  UO-^i  (Y),  ))1.  1,  and  this  continuetl  to  be  the  law  down  to  the  time 
of  Lord  CoKK,  who  says  that  a  good  clerk  never  enters  an  award  of  au 
elegit  u])on  the  roll,  until  he  has  the  effect  of  his  execution.  Croir/ei/  v. 
Lidgeat,  Cro.  Jac.  338.  However,  it  was  at  that  lime  holden,  that  if, 
after  an  award  of  an  elegit  on  the  roll  u])on  a  judgment  in  (J.  B.,  it 
was  removed  l)y  error  into  the  K.  B).  :ind  adirnicd  within  the  year,  the 
])laintiff  might  have  execution  hy  capias  nv  fieri  facias,  even  though 
a  writ  of  elegit  was  sued  out,  returned  by  the  sheriff  into  the  C.  B. 
and  served,  before  tln^  judgment  was  removed  into  K.  I>.;  because  that 
('ourt  could  not  take  notice;  of  it.  1  Boll.  Abr.  9(1;").  pi.  2,  4.  B)ut  on 
further  consideration  of  the  Statute  <)f  Wi'stniinster  2,  it  was  adjudged 
that  an  award  of  an  elegit  on  th<'  roll  should  be  no  longer  a  bar  to  an 
execution  by  ea/iins  ad  satisf((<ieii(h(iii.  ^n-  fieri  facias,  but  only  the 
sheriffs   i-eturn   to  the  ('.\ige;;re  of  ;lte  wi'it.      Foster  v.  'facLsa)^    Ilob. 
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57,  58,  G/(iscork  V.  Morgan,  1  Lev.  02,  Lancaster  v.  Fielder,  2  JA. 
Kiiyin.  1451,  rulli'n  v.  Parhcrk,  12  Mod.  350,  357.  Tlierefore,  if  tlx; 
slievift'  returns  nihil  to  an  rleyit,  the  plaintiff  may  .sue  out  a  cupian 
ad  satiafaeienduni.  Knoirles  v.  J'<ilmci\  Cro.  Eliz.  KJO.  (^r  if  notli- 
ing  be  done  or  returned  u])on  an  elegit,  tlie  plaintiff  or  conusee  .shall 
have  'A  fieri  facias.  Cooper  v.  l^angirorth,  Moor,  545,  j)l.  724.  So  if 
the  sheriff  return  that  he  has  taken  an  iiKjuisition  of  the  defendant's 
lands,  but  could  not  deliver  a  moiety  to  the  plaintiff  because  it  was 
already  extended,  the  plaintiff  may  have  a  eapiaa  ad  satisfaciend um, 
ov  fieri  facias;  for  the  sheriff  does  not  deliver  the  lands,  which  is  the 
only  bar  given  by  the  statute.  J'alnifr  v.  Knowles,  1  Koll.  Abr.  905, 
pi.  6,  1  Leon.  17G."  2  Wms.  Saund.  200,  201.  The  abolition  of 
imi)risonment  for  debt  on  a  ra.  sa.  does  not  seem  to  have  detracted 
from  the  value  of  the  above  cited  passage;  for  the  right  to  issue  a 
fi.fa.  after  an  elegit,  is  placed  on  the  same  footing  as  a  r((.  sa.  The 
case  of  Carter  v.  Ilug/tes  (1S5S),  2  H.  &  X.  714,  27  L.  J.  Ex.  225,  to 
which  a  reference  has  been  added  by  the  subsequent  editors,  was 
decided  after  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  which  allows  the  whole  of  tln^ 
execution  debtor's  lands  to  be  extended.  It  decided  that  although 
the  amount  to  be  levied  under  the  first  writ  of  elegit  was  less  than  the 
annual  value  of  the  lands  seized,  no  interest  remained  in  tlie  debtor, 
and  that  the  sheriff  was  not  entitled  to  ])oundage  for  purporting  to 
execute  a  second  writ  of  elegit  at  the  suit  of  another  judgment  creditor. 
It  must  also  be  remembered  that  although  goods  can  no  longer  be 
taken  in  execution  under  a  writ  of  elegit,  the  old  law  will  remain  in 
force  as  regards  chattel  interests  in  land. 

It  may  be  noted  that  in  the  case  of  executions  upon  County  Court 
judgments,  the  following  articles  are  exemj)t  from  seizure:  —  wearing 
apparel,  and  bedding  of  the  judgment  debtor  or  his  family,  and  the 
tools  and  implements  of  his  trade,  to  the  value  of  five  pounds.  County 
Courts  Act,  1883  (51  &  52  Vict.  c.  43),  s.  147. 

The  landlord  of  the  execution  del»tor  has  rights  overriding  those  of 
the  execution  creditor.  This  is  the  case  as  regards  rent.-  8  Anne,  c. 
14,  s.  1.  As  regards  farm  produce,  .some  is  either  altogether  exempt 
from  seizure,  oi",  if  liable  to  be  seized,  can  only  be  taken  subject  to 
covenants  for  consumption  on  the  farm.      56  Geo.  III.,  c.  50. 

Seott  V.  Seholej/,  the  former  principal  case,  is  confirmed  by  Metcnlf 
V.  Scholey  (1807),  2  Bos.  &  P.  (N.  R.)  461;  Ex  parte  Padwick,  lie 
Duke  of  Nea-castle  (1869),  L.  R.  8  Eq.  700,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  68.  Prior 
to  the  27  &,  28  Vict.  c.  112,  an  execution  creditor  had  a  lien  on  the 
equitable  interest  of  the  execution  debtor  in  a  term  of  years,  and  a 
Court  of  equity  would  enforce  that  lien  against  the  proceeds  of  a  sale 
under  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110;    Gore  v.  Bowser  (1855),  3  Sm.  &  G.  1,  24 
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L.  J.  Ch.  316;  (Ch.  App.  1855)  24  L.  J.  Ch.  440.  The  Judgments 
Act,  1864  (27  &  28  Vict.  c.  112),  enact.s  (s.  1):  "No  judgmoiit  .  .  . 
to  be  entered  up  after  the  passing  of  tliis  Act  shall  afi'ect  any  land 
(of  whatever  tenure)  until  such  land  shall  have  been  actuall\'  de- 
livered in  execution  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  elegit  or  other  lav.'ful 
aiitliority.  in  pursuance  of  such  judguicnt."  It  has  been  decided  by 
the  full  C  lurt  of  Appeal  in  Chancery  that  equitable  interests  in  land 
are  within  this  j)rovision,  and  that  tlie  proper  course  is  fur  the  execu- 
tion creditor  to  ap[)ly  to  the  Court  to  remove  the  impediment,  and  tliat 
the  order  made  upon  the  application  will  be  a  delivery  in  execution 
within  the  statute.  Hatton  v.  Haywood  (C.  A.  1874),  L.  E.,  0  Ch. 
229,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  372,  30  L.  T.  279,  22  W.  E.  356.  The  Court  in 
that  case  regarded  the  later  statute  as  modifying,  but  not  repealing,^ 
the  1  &  2  Yict.  c.  110,  and  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  Gore  v. 
Bowser,  supra,  cannot  be  regarded  as  overridden  by  27  &  28  Vict.  c. 
112,  But  the  view  of  the  Court  in  Hatton  v.  Hai/icoocI,  supra,  was 
that  the  object  of  the  later  statute  was  to  place  execution  against  land 
on  a  similar  footing  as  execution  against  chattels,  and  apparently 
approved  of  the  determination  in  Guest  v.  Cou-hridf/e  RoUway  Co. 
(1868),  L.  E.  6  Eq.  619,  37  L.  J.  Ch.  909,  that  as  between  competing 
executions  executed  against  a  term,  the  priority  of  the  execution 
creditors  must  be  determined  by  the  order  in  which  the  writs  of  exe- 
cution are  delivered  to  the  sheriff.  See  also  Aiirjlo-ltal'iav  l>a)\};  v. 
Davles,  10  E.  C.  570.  573.  And  see  the  cases  upon  "Equitable  Exe- 
cution," Xos.  11,  12,  &  13  of  '-Equitable  title,"  10  E.   C.  570-(;i3, 

pjassiiii . 

The  sheriff  may  seize  in  execution  a  term  legally  vested  in  the  exe- 
cution debtor,  although  the  latter  has  agreed  to  sell  to  a  third  ]>erson, 
and  that-  third  person  is  in  i)ossession  by  virtue  of  the  agreement. 
Sparrow  v.  £ar/  of  Bristol  (1813),  1  Marsh.  10,  15  E.  E.  666.  A 
tenancy  from  year  to  year  may  be  seized  and  sold.  Uoc  d.  W'estiiinrc- 
land  V.  SmJth  (1827),  1  Man.  &  Ey.  137.  ()  L.  d.  (O.  S.)  K.  1!.  14. 
The  sheriff  acquii'es  no  interest  in  the  term  by  the  seizure  Phnjfa'ir 
V.  Musgrore  (1845),  14  M.  &  W.  239.  15  L.  d.  Ex.  26.  3  Dowl.  ..S;  L. 
72,  9  Jul-.  783.  lentil  the  execution  of  ;in  assignment  the  execution 
d(d)tor  may  maintain  ejectment.  hoe  d.  Hughes  v.  Jones  (1(S42).  9 
M.  &  W.  372,  12  L.  J.  Ex.  265,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  .'552,  6  Jur.  302.  Tlie 
sheriff  may  execute  an  assignment  of  the  term  after  the  writ  is  return- 
able. Doe  d.  Stereus  v.  Donston  (1818),  1  B.  &  Aid.  230,  19  E.  E. 
300.  The  ])osition  of  a  sheriff  who  has  gone  out  of  office  was  coii- 
sidei-ed  in  the  notes  to  the  last  case.  An  under-sheriff  is  authorised, 
rirtufc  oflie'il.  to  execute  an  assignment  of  a  term  in  the  name  and 
nnder  tin,'  seal  of  the  sheriiT.      JJoe  d.  Jauu's  v.  lirau-u    (1821),  5  15.  & 
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Aid.  243,  24  R.  It.  347.     Tlie  interest  of  the  debtor  may  be  described 
in  a  general  manner.      Taijlor  v.  CoU  (1789),  3  T.  R.  292,  1  R.  R.  70G. 

It  would  .seem  from  Taylor  v.  Cole  that  a  purcha.ser  from  the  sheriff 
would  be  entitled  to  peaceably  turn  the  execution  debtor  out  of  posse.s 
sion,  but  BuLLER,  J.,  in  the  same  case,  did  not  think  that  the  expul- 
sion of  the  tenant  of  the  execution  debtor  would  hv  justified.  The 
safer  course,  however,  is  to  bring  ejectment  in  all  cases  where  posses- 
sion is  denied.  Where  the  term  is  sold  to  the  execution  debtor,  he 
must  prove  the  judgment  as  well  as  the  writ  of  execution  to  supjjort 
his  title  in  ejectment.  Doe  d.  Bland  v.  Smith  (1817j,  2  Starkie,  199, 
19  R.  R.  702.  But  a  stranger  who  purchases,  being  a  stranger  to  the 
judgment,  may  support  his  title  on  the  writ  of  execution  alone.  Doe 
d.  Batten  v.  Murless  (1817),  6  :\r.  &  S.  110.  IS  R.  R.  325.  Where  a 
term  has  been  sold  under  a//./'",  and  the  judgment  has  been  subse- 
<|uently  reversed  for  error,  the  execution  debtor  is  not  entitled  to  resti- 
tution, but  can  only  recover  the  value.  Anon.  (1578),  Dyer,  363  pi. 
24.  But  a  term  extended  upon  an  elefjlt  must  be  restored  upon  reversal 
for  error.  Batlnn-sfs  Case  (1620),  Dyer,  363,  pi.  24,  niarg.  So  if  the 
sheriff  sell  a  term  under  a.fi.f(f..  which  is  afterwards  set  aside  fur 
irregularity,  and  the  execution  debtor  receives  the  proceeds  of  sale,  he 
is  not  entitled  to  maintain  ejectment  to  recover  the  term.  Doe  d. 
Emniett  v.  Thorn  (1813),  1  ^L  &  8.  425,  14  R.  R.  485.  ^Vith  this 
case  may  be  compared  the  rule  that  the  recovery  of  <lamages  in  an  action 
of  trover  divests  the  ownership  of  the  goods.  Cooper  v,  Shephered 
(1846),  3  C.  B.  266,  15  L.  J.  C.  P.  237. 

The  second  principal  case  is  supported  by  Wnin  v.  liujhdnj  (1822), 
5  B.  &  Aid.  625,  1  Dowl.  &  Ry.  247,  24  R.  R.  503;  Place  v.  Farjg 
(1829),  4  Man.  &  Ry.  277,  7  L.  J.  (O.  S.)  K.  B.  195;  Cross  v.  Barnes 
(1877),  46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  479.  m  L.  T.  693. 

The  rule  is  that  a  sheriff'  can  on]}'-  execute  the  writ  against  the 
goods  of  the  party  himself.  Farr  v.  Xewman  (1792),  4  T.  R.  621,  2 
R.  R.  479,  2  R.  C.  214.  The  exception  mentioned  in  the  notes  (2  R. 
(J.  227),  that  b}'  long  treating  the  goods  of  a  deceased  person  as  his 
own,  the  execution  debtor  may  render  them  seizable  in  execution,  is 
apparentljr  the  only  exception  to  the  generality  of  the  rule.  Among 
the  other  cases  where  the  rule  has  been  applied  are :  Hodfjson  v.  Ga,s- 
rolgne  (1821).  5  B.  &  Aid.  88,  24  R.  R.  295;  Jannainx.  Hooper 
(1843),  6  Man.  &  Gr.  827,  7  Scott,  N.  R.  663.  1  Dowl.  &  L.  709,  13 
L.  J.  C.  P.  63:  Morris  v.  Salberg  (C.  A.  1889),  22  Q.  B.  D.  614,  58 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  275,  61  L.  T.  283,  37  W.  R.  469.  There  was  one  point 
raised  in  Jarmain  v.  Hooper,  sujjra,  -which  may  be  here  noted. 
Jarmain  v.  Hooper  was  an  action  of  trespass  quare  dominn  frer/it 
against   the  sheriff  and  the   execution  creditor.     It  appeared  that  the 
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execution  creditor  had  obtained  judgment  against  Joseph  Jarmaiii, 
who  was  the  son  of  the  phxintiff,  and  thereupon  issued  a ;fi .  f<i .  against 
Joseph  Jarniain,  without  any  further  description,  under  wliich  tlie 
goods  of  Joseph  Jarniain  the  father  was  taken.  It  was  argued,  that 
the  father  shouhl  have  taken  proceedings  by  writ  de  idemptltatc  novi- 
iiils,  but  tliis  contention  was  overruled.  The  foHowing  passages  from 
tlie  judgment  of  the  court,  delivered  by  Tixdal,  C  J.,  seems  to 
embody  all  that  is  of  practical  utility  on  the  subject.  "  As  to  the  writ 
de  idemptitata  noviinis  —  which  was  said  to  be  the  projier  and  the  only 
remedy  for  the  i)erson  wrongfully  taken  under  process  issued  against  a 
party  bearing  the  same  name,  —  it  appears  .  .  .  that  it  was  iised 
principally,  if  not  exclusively,  in  cases  where  the  plaintiff  had  i>ro- 
ceeded  to  outlawry,  and  had  taken  either  the  body,  or  the  land  or 
goods,  of  a  person  bearing  the  same  name  with  the  defendant,  but  not 
being  the  real  defendant,  and  had  seized  the  same  into  the  King's 
hands.  In  that  case  the  writ  issued,  praying  for  a  supersedeas  to  the 
sheriff,  and  that  the  King's  hands  might  be  amoved;  and  the  Attorney 
General  was  at  liberty  to  plead  thereto  that  he  was  the  person 
intended.  There  is  great  doubt  whether  the  writ  applied  at  all  to 
a  case  of  a  simple  taking  by  a  jdaintiff  in  a  cause;  for,  in  tlie  case  cited 
from  HoBAKT,  330,  {Wilson  \.  Stubs)  the  reporter  observes:  'The 
Court  did  take  a  great  difference  between  the  cases  of  the  outlawry 
and  the  principal  case,  being  only  at  the  plaintiff's  suit,  and  n(^t  at  the 
King's;  as  in  every  outlawry  the  King  is  interested;  and  of  whicli 
principal  case  no  precedent  was  or  could  be  shown.  And  nothing 
appears  in  the  books  to  show,  that,  if  the  writ  had  been  sued  out, 
it  would  have  taken  away  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  for  damages 
for  his  wrongful  arrest,  or  for  the  wrongful  taking  of  his  goods.'  '' 
()ufhiwry   in    civil   ])roceedings    was   abolished   )iy  41' &  4.'»  Vict.  c.  ;"»*.), 

o 

The  execution  debtor's  ])ossession  will  however  be  rcfcirred  to  a 
rightful  rather  than  a  wrongful  title,  and  accordingly  where  e\  ideui-e 
was  given  showing  that  the  execution  debtor  had  claimed  to  act  as 
legal  personal  representative  of  another  in  respect  of  certain  leaseholds, 
it  was  held  that  this  was  pn'u/.d  facie  evidence  that  the  defendant  was 
in  possession  of  other  leaseholds  in  the  same  capacity.  JJoc  d.  Jiattcii, 
V.  Murless  (1817),  6  M.  &  S.   1  10.   IS  \\.   II.  32r). 

[Jpon  an  analogous  principle  would  seem  to  depend  the  right  of  the 
sheriff  to  seize  chattels,  comprised  in  a  settlement  void  against  credit- 
ors. I)eirey\.  liayntiiii  (l!^05),  6  East,  257,  8  R.  W.  \~^);  ArmsfroiKj 
v.  Ilaldock  (1818;,  Gow.  33,  21  \l.  K.  792,  and  the  notes  to  the  latter 
case.  It  may  b(i  noted  in  passing  that  marriage  setthnnents  are 
excinptcd   from  the  provisions  of  llie  llills  of  Sale  Acts  1878  and  1880, 
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1111(1  it  would  .SL'C'iii  tliat  simihir  questions  to  those  discussed  in  JJcicei/ 
V.  Bayntnn  may  arise  respecting  tlieni. 

In  Govdon  v.  Hm-per  (1796),  7  T.  K.  9.  4  IL  K.  .%9,  the  sheriff  had 
seized  certain  furniture,  wliich  was  leased  with  a  house,  during  the 
oontinuation  of  the  term,  and  it  was  held  that  although  the  seizure 
was  wrongful,  the  landlord  could  not  maintain  trover  against  the 
sheriff,  by  reason  of  the  demise  which  divested  his  right  to  possession. 
To  the  same  effect  is  Stew<f,-<1  v.  Lambi'  (1820).  1  15rod.  &  T.ing.  506, 
21  E.  R.  700. 

AVhere  a  sheriff  takes  a  lease  and  fixtures  in  execution,  he  may 
apparently  sell  the  fixtures  separately  if  he  cannot  find  a  purchaser  for 
the  whole.      Barnard  v.  Let;///   (1815),  1  Starkie.  43. 

Where  third  parties  have  limited  rights,  intricate  questions  some- 
times arise,  and  it  is  difficult  to  reduce  the  power  of  seizure  under  a 
fi.  fa.  to  definite  rules.  A  sheriff  cannot  seize  a  pledge  in  the  hands  of 
the  pledgee  under  an  execution  against  the  pledgor.  Rorjers  v.  Ken- 
nedy (1846),  9  Q.  B.  592,  15  L.  J.  Q.  B.  381,  11  Jur.  14.  But  a 
sheriff  may  seize  unredeemed  pledges  in  the  hands  of  a  [jawnbroker. 
Re  Rrd/a.son.  RuJJason  v.  Rollason  (1887),  34  Ch.  D.  495,  5G  L.  J. 
€h.  768,  56  L.  T.  303.  35  W.  K.  607.  Property  held  by  way  of  lien 
<'annot  be  seized  under  a  p'.fc.  at  common  law  or  under  the  Judgments 
Act;  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  s.  12;  Lcr/fj  v.  Krans  (1840).  6  :\r.  &  W.  .36. 
D  L.  J.  Ex.  102.  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  177,  4  Jur.  197.  The  last  mentioned 
statutory  ]n-ovision  enables  the  sheriff  to  seize  undfr  n  ji.fa.,  '"any 
money  or  bank  notes  (whether  of  the  governor  and  crunpany  of  the 
Bank  of  England,  or  of  any  other  bank  or  bankers),  and  any  cheques, 
bills  of  exchange,  promissory  notes,  bonds,  specialties  or  other  securi- 
ties for  money  belonging  to  "  the  execution  debtor.  The  words  "'or 
other  securities  for  money  '"  ap[ily  to  things  cjiisdi-ni  <i>'neris.  lit- 
Rollasoii.  RoUasdii  v.  Rollasoii,  .fiipn/,  j)ev  Xoutii,  J.  A  policy  of 
insurance  has  been  held  to  be  within  the  section.  Sfokoi'  v.  Cowan, 
(1861),  29  Beav.  G37.  7  Jur.  X.  S.  901.  4  L.  T.  095,  9  W.  11.  801. 
This  case  has  been  dissented  from  in  Ireland.  Re  Saryenfs  Puliri/ 
(1879),  7  L.  R.  Ir.  66.  Iri.sh  decisions  are  not  l>inding  on  English 
Courts,  ln;t  the  question  may  hereafter  arise  how  far  that  dissent  from 
Stokoe  v.  Cowan  has  affected  the  following  princi])le  stated  by  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  respecting  another  case:  *'That  case  is  not 
technically  binding  on  the  Court  of  Appeal,  but,  whether  rightly  or 
wrongly  decided,  it  was  decided  nearly  forty  years  ago  and  has  never 
been  questioned  since.  It  has  been  frequently  cited  and  commented 
on,  and  has  got  into  the  text-books,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal  ought  not 
now  to  disturb  it.  There  are  two  classes  of  cases  which  must  be  dis- 
tinguished.    ^Yhere    an  old  case  is  contrary  to  the  principles  of  the 
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general  law,  the  Court  of  Appeal  ought  not  to  shrink  from  overruling 
it.  even  after  a  considerable  lapse  of  time.  But  where  an  old  decided 
case  has  made  the  law  on  a  particular  subject,  the  Court  of  Appeal 
ouglit  not  to  interfere  with  it,  because  people  have  considered  it  as 
establishing  the  law  and  have  acted  upon  it."  Smith  v.  Keal  (C.  A. 
1882),  9  Q.  B.  D.  340,  47  L.  T.  142.  31  W.  Pv.  76. 

The  word  "money  "  in  section  12  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  has  been 
interpreted  to  mean,  where  it  is  not  in  the  hands  of  the  execution 
debtor  at  the  time  of  seizure,  money  set  apart  and  ear-marked.  Wood 
V.  Wood  (1843),  4  Q.  B.  397,  3  Gale  &  D.  532,  12  L.  J.  Q.  B.  141,  7 
Jur.  325.  It  was  held  in  that  case  that  the  money  in  the  hands  of  the 
sheriff,  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  goods  taken  in  execution,  could  not  be 
retained  by  the  sheriff  under  a  subsequent  execution  against  the  execu- 
tion creditor  under  the  fu'st  execution.  So  the  surplus  after  satisfying 
tlie  execution  creditor  cannot  be  seized  under  a  further  execution, 
against  the  execution  debtcn-.  ITarrison  v.  Paijufpr  (1840),  6  M.  & 
W.  387,  8  Dowl.  ]'.  C.  349,  9  L.  d.  Ex.  169,  4  Jur.  488.  And  where 
money  is  seized  in  the  hands  of  the  (Execution  debtor,  any  surplus  in 
till'  liands  of  tlie  sherift'  will  not  be  liable  to  a  further  seizure. 
Coirnujnd,ie  v.  Paxtoa  (1851),  11  C.  B.  683,  21  L.  J.  C.  P.  39,  16 
Jur.  18.  Cash  in  court  cannot  be  seized:  France  v.  (JdnipheU  (1842), 
9  ])owl.  P.  C.  914,  6  Jur.  105;  but  tlie  Court  will  in  exercise  of  its 
e<|uita1)le  jurisdiction  make  a  cliarging  order.  Brerctnn  v.  Edtrards 
(C.  A.  1888),  21  (,).  B.  D.  488.  60  L.  T.  5.  37  W.  K.  47. 

]\Ioney  in  tlie  hands  of  a  tliird  party  cannot  be  seized  under  n.fi.f<i., 
although  held  in  trust  for  or  for  the  use  of  the  execution  debtor. 
Itoh'tiiHou  V.  Peace  (1838),  7  Dowl.  P.  C  93.  It  may  however  be 
attached,  see  Xos.  7  &  8  p^^st.  The  proceeds  of  sale  of  goods  in  the 
hands  of  an  auctioneer  cannot,  it  would  seem,  be  seized,  as  the  auctioneer 
lias  a  lien  for  the  expenses  of  sale  and  commission.  Williams  v. 
Millington  (1788),  1  H.  Bl.  81,  2  R.  li.  724,  7  P.  C.  583.  Consoli- 
dated lUnd-x.  Curtis  (1892),  1892,  2  Q.  B.  495,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  325,  40 
W.  Iv.  426;  and  a  lien  as  has  been  stated  excludes  the  right  to  seize 
either  at  the  common  law  or  by  the  Act.  Le</(i  v.  Fraits  (1840),  6  M. 
&  W.  .36,  9  L.  .).  F.x.  102,  8  Dowl.  1*.  C.  177.  4  Jur.  197. 

Tlie  right  to  seize  a  clie(|ne  apiuireiitly  depends  u])on  the  fact 
whether  or  not  it  has  left  the  drawer's  hands.  Coiirtoti  v.  Vincent 
(1852),  15  P.eav.  48(;,  21  L.  J.  Ch.  291.  Wafts  v.  deferens  (1851),  3 
:Mac.  &  (t.  422,  20  L.  J.  Cli.  6).")9,  15  dnr.  435.  I'.oth  these  cases  were 
decided  resjiecting  rlieipies  drawn  by  the  Accountant  Oeneral  (an  officer 
now  known  as  tlie  Paymaster  (Jenei'al).  A  ehecpie  in  tlu^  hands  of 
th(!  banker  of  an  exeeiitioii  delitor  e;iniiot  be  seized,  as  the  banker  is  a 
holder    for  \aliie    iVoiii  (lie  tinii'  lie  cMr/ies  file  amount  fo  liis   customer's 


IJ.  C.  VOL.  XI.]  EXECUTIOX.  669 

Nos.  4,  5.  —  Scott  V.  Scholey ;  Farrant  v.  Thompson.  —  Notes. 


credit.  Ex  pnvie  Ifichihiie,  lie  Faliiiei'  (C.  A.  LSS2;,  ID  Cli.  1).  409, 
ol  L.  J.  Cli.  462.  And  the  law  is  tlio  same  respecting  a  l)ill  of  ex- 
cliange.  IVrhsh-r  v.  Tlwelfcdl  (1825),  2  Siin.  &  St.  190.  TIic  cireuin- 
stances  under  which  a  banker  has  a  lien  which  wouhl  oust  tin*  right 
to  seize  in  execution,  on  the  securities  deposited  witli  him  by  a  cus- 
tniuiT  were  cunsidered,  o  W.  C.  title  "Banker,"  p.  587  et  seq. 

Unless  an  order  is  obtained  t'ronl  the  Court  out  of  wliich  process 
in  execution  issues  sanctioning  a  sale  b}'  private  contract,  in  all  cases 
where  the  total  amount  to  be  levied  (including  legal  incidental  ex- 
penses) exceeds  £20,  the  sale  must  be  by  auction,  which  must  be  pub- 
licly advertised  by  the  sheriff  on  and  during  three  days  next  preceding^ 
the  day  of  sale;  bankruptcy  Act,  188o  (46  &  47  Vict,  c,  52),  s.  145. 
Creditors  under  a  subsequent  execution  known  to  the  sheriff  are 
entitled  to  notice  of  the  api>licatiou  for  leave  to  sell  by  private  con- 
tract, and  may  appear  and  oppose.  Baidvruptcy  Act,  1890  (53  &  54 
Vict.  c.  71),  s.  12.  Prior  to  these  enactments  —  and  the  law  is  in  force 
as  regards  chattel  interests  in  lands  —  the  sheriff  could  sell  by  private 
c  )ntract.  Under  a  fi.  fa.  the  sheriff  can  sell,  but  cannot  hand  over 
the  lajids  or  goods  seized,  to  the  execution  creditor.  PulJini  v.  Ptirbeck 
(1678),  1  Ld.  Raym.  346.  And  there  is  no  equity  to  set  aside  the 
sale,  whether  the  same  were  effected  b}''  auction  or  by  private  contract. 
Stratford  v.  Tuufnam  (1822),  Jacob.  418,23  R.  R.  107;  Ex  -parte 
Vlllars,  Re  Bo</ers  (Ch.  App.  1874),  L.  R.  9  Ch.  432.  43  L.  J.  Bk.  76, 
30  L.  T.  348,  20  W.  R.  603. 

A  sheriff  maybe  compelled  to  return  a  writ  of  /7.  fi.,  ujjon  the 
application  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant.  The  authorities  of  gen- 
eral importance  were  referred  to  in  the  notes  to  >SeiJtaf/nf\<!  Case,  No.  3, 
p.  640,  ante.  The  sheriff  may  return  vu/la.  bona,  but  a  return  of  a 
rescue  is  bad,  for  a  sheriff  may  take  the  y>os.s-e  coinltatns i\\  executing 
final  process.  Cromptnn  v.  Ward  (1721),  1  8tr.  429;  Sheriffs'  Act. 
1887  (50  &  51  Vict.  c.  55),  s.  8.  Resistance  is  a  misdemeanour  in  the 
resisters.  Sheriffs'  Act,  1887,  s.  8.  No  punishment  is  fixed  l)y  the 
statute,  so  that  it  would  be  punishable,  as  a  misdemeanour  at  com- 
mon law,  by  fine  and  imprisonment  at  the  discretion  of  the  ('ourt. 
Rex  V.  Harris  (1791),  4  T.  R.  202,  2  R.  R.  358.  A  return  not 
specifying  the  value  was  not  challenged  in  Rvstoii  v.  Hatjiehl  (1819), 
1  B.  &  Aid.  204.  1  Chit.  613.  The  sheriff  is  estopped  fi-on.  disput- 
ing the  A^alue  at  which  he  has  returned  the  goods.  jMilJinai/  v, 
Smitli,  2  Wms.  Saund.  739.  and  note,  ed.  1871.  But  the  sheriff 
is  entitled  to  show  that  he  has  paid  away  the  proceeds  to  a  person, 
e.  (J.  the  execution  debtor's  landlord,  having  a  right  overriding  that 
of  the  eiecution  creditor:  Levy  \.  Hale  (1859).  29  L.  J.  C.  P.  127, 
6  Jur.  (X.    S.)  702,   1   L.  T.   132,  8  W.   R.   125.      A  return  that   he 
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has  seized  goods  to  the  value  returned,  but  that  tlioy  remain  in  Iiis 
hands  for  want  of  buyers,  is  good.  Sly  v.  Finch,  Cro.  Jac.  fAA.  But  a 
return  of  seizure  and  .'^ale  but  that  he  retains  the  monej^,  is  ill,  for  the 
sheriff  has  not  fulfilled  all  his  duties.  SviWi  v.  Livesey  (1619), 
Hutton,  32.  But  it  would  seetn  that  a  sheriff  may  return  the  seizure, 
but  that  a  sufficient  time  has  not  elapsed  to  permit  him  to  sell  and 
that  the  return  would  be  good.  For  a  sheriff  is  entitled  to  a  reason- 
able time  in  effecting  an  execution:  see  Clifton  v.  Hooper,  and  the 
other  cases  cited  in  the  notes  to  Semayne^s  Case,  No.  3,  p.  641,  ante. 
An  argumentative  return  is  not  bad  ^:)er  se,  if  in  accordance  with  tlie 
facts.  Bemmett  v.  Lawrence  (1850),  15  Q.  B.  1004,  20  L.  J.  Q.  B.  25. 
Where  the  sheriff  after  seizure  makes  a  bad  return,  the  execution 
creditor  may  have  sci.  fa.  or  an  action  of  debt  for  the  value  at  whicli 
the  goods  are  returned,  or  a  distrinr/as.  Mildmay  v.  Smith,  s^rpra,  and 
Clerk  V.  Withers,  cited  frequently  in  notes  to  Nos.  1  &  2,  p.  623  et  seq. 

Tlie  sheriff  may  be  compelled  to  sell  by  suing  out  a  venditioni  ex- 
ponas, Cameron  v.  Reynolds  (1770),  Cowp.  403,  406.  This  is  not 
an  original  writ,  but  a  branch  of  the  writ  of  fi.  fa.  Hughes  v.  Bees 
(1838),  4  M.  h  W.  468,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  56,  1  Horn  &  H.  347.  A 
return  by  the  sheriff  that  the  goods,  or  a  part  of  them,  remain  on  his 
hands  for  want  of  buyers  is  a  good  return  to  a  reiiditioni  exponas. 
Leader  v.  Danvers  (1798),  3  Bos.  &  V.  359;  Anon.  (1815),  2  Chit. 
390.  A  return  to  a  venditioni  exponas  that  the  sheriff  has  sold  but 
retains  the  money  for  another  party,  under  a  prior  writ  of  execution,  is 
ill.  Bowe  V.  Tapp  (1821),  9  Price,  317.  An  omission  by  mistake,  in 
a  return  to  a  writ  of  venditioni  exjjonas  with  a  clause  oifi.fa.,  for  the 
residue,  was  allowed  to  be  amended,  and  an  attachment  issued  against 
the  slieriff  set  aside.  Bex  v.  Sheriff  of  Monmouth  (1814),  1  Marsli. 
344,  15  R.  R.  678.  A  sheriff  returned  to  a  writ  of  f.  fa.,  that  he  had 
seized,  but  that  the  goods  remained  in  his  liands  for  want  of  buyers, 
he  being  at  that  time  unaware  that  tlie  goods  had  been  sold  by  the 
auctioneer,  who  was  the  plaintiff's  brotlier,  by  private  contract.  Tlie 
plaintiff  then  sued  out  a  vetiditioni  exponas,  and  subsequently  brought 
an  action  for  a  false  return.  The' Court  held  that  under  these  circum- 
stances the  Judge  was  right  in  refusing  to  direct  the  jury  to  find  some 
damages  for  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  writ  of  venditioni  exponas. 
Levy  V.  Hale  (1859),  29  L.  J.  C.  P.  127,  6  Jur.  (N.  S.)  702,  1  L.  T. 
132,  8  W.  R.  125. 

Where  the  writ  of  execution  issues  upon  a  judgment  for  a  sum 
exceeding  £20,  tin;  sheriff  must  retain  tlie  proceeds  of  tli(^  execution  or 
money  paid  to  avoid  a  sale,  for  fourteen  days.  Bankruptcy  Act,  1890 
(53  ^:  54  Vict.  c.  71),  s.  11  (2).  The  effect  of  this  and  other  provisions 
was  discussed  in  the  notes  to  Nos.  1  &  2,  p.  624  et  seq.,  ante. 
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Tlie  (lefciulant  is  tliscluirgcd  from  tlif  judgniciit  and  all  furtlior 
execution,  if  the  sheriff  has  taken  the  goods  to  the  amount  of  the  del>t, 
although  he  does  not  satisfy  the  plaintiff.  Slie  v.  Fbirh  (1G19), 
2  Roll.  Rep.  57;  Clerk  v.  Withers  (1705),  2  Ld.  Raym.  1074,  6  Mod. 
292,  299,  1  Salk.  323.  And  it  will  bar  the  plaintiff  of  a  sci.  fa. 
against  the  defendant  on  the  judgment.  Mountney  v.  Andreirs  (1591), 
Cro.  Eliz.  237,  4  Leon.  150.  But  one  obligor  cannot  plead  that  the 
goods  of  his  co-()bligor  were  .seized  under  a,ji.fa.,  for  it  is  no  actual 
satisfaction  of  the  debt,  and  the  jjlea  is  confined  to  the  i)arty  whose 
goods  are  taken.     Dijke  v.  Mercer  (1675),  2  Show.  394. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

The  first  branch  of  the  Rule  is  sustained  by  Boyce^s  Adm'r  v.  Smitli's  Adm'r, 
10  Missouri,  817;  M'Nniry  v.  Eastland,  10  Yerger  (Tennessee),  310;  Wilson 
V.  Career,  4  Haywood  (Tennessee),  90  ;  Badlam  v.  Tucker,  1  Pickering  (]Mass.), 
389;  11  Am.  Dec.  202;  Broirn  v.  Wood,  (i  Richardson,  Equity  (So.  Car.),  l.'jo; 
Martin  v.  Jewell,  37  Maryland,  5:30;  Rose  v.  Bevan,  10  ibid.  4()() ;  69  Am.  Dec. 
170;  Roads  v.  Si/mmes,  1  Ohio,  281 ;  13  Am.  Dec.  (521  ;  1  Freeman  on  Execu- 
tions, sect.  116,  citing  Scott  v.  Scholey.  "  I  do  not  know  of  any  case  in  which 
a  Court  of  Equity  has  considered  an  execution  at  law  as  binding  an  equitable 
right.  The  idea  is  altogether  inadmissible  "  :  by  Kkxt,  Chancellor,  in  Hen- 
dricks V.  Robinson,  2  Johnson  Chancery  (Xew  York),  312.  That  case  is  also 
cited  to  the  same  doctrine  in  McDermutt  v.  Strong,  4  il>id.  687.  "  This  was 
settled,  on  great  deliberation,  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  the  case  of 
Scott  V.  Scholey,  8  East,  467,  and  the  reasons  there  given  are  entirely  satisfac- 
tory "  :    Badlam  v.  Tucker,  supra. 

Mr.  Freeman  cites  Farrant  v.  Thompson,  at  sect.  33.1.  This  author  says  : 
"  The  tendency  of  the  more  recent  decisions  is  in  favor  of  putting  agricultural 
and'other  tenants  upon  an  equality,  in  this  respect,  with  tenants  for  the  pur- 
poses of  trade."     1  Executions,  sect.  114. 

This  subject  will  be  discussed  more  fully  under  Fixtures,  12  R.  C. 
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No.  6.  — DOE   D.   ROBEETS   v.   PAREY. 
(EX.  1844.) 

RULE. 

Since  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  11,  by  which  the  entirety  of 
the  judgment  debtors  lands  may  be  seized,  it  is  no  longer 
necessary  to  set  out  the  lands  taken  in  execution  under  an 
elegit  by  metes  and  bounds. 

Doe  d.  Roberts  v.  Parry. 

13  M.  &  W.  356-358  (s.  c.  14  L.  J.  Ex.  20). 

Execution.  —  Elegit. 

[ooG]  The  sheriff's  return  to  an  elegit  stated  the  debtor  to  be  seised  in  fee, 
"of  and  in  a  dwelling-lioiise  and  farm,  with  the  appurtenances,  com- 
monly  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  Pen-y-rorsedd,  containing  by  estimation 
nineteen  acres,  situate,"  &c.  In  ejectment  by  the  elegit  creditor,  it  appeared  that 
the  farm  was  called  indifferently  by  the  names  of  Pen-y-rorsedd  and  Ehos 
Farm,  and  was  in  extent  about  thirty  acres,  having  upon  it  a  farm-house  and 
two  cottages:  — Held,  that  the  return  was  sufficient  to  entitle  the  lessor  of  the 
])laintiff  to  recover  the  whole. 

Ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  premises  in  the  parish  of  Northop, 
in  the  county  of  Flint.  At  the  trial  before  CoLERmoE,  J.,  at  the 
last  Elintshire  Assizes,  it  appeared  that  the  lessor  claimed  as  ten- 
ant by  elegit,  and  sought  to  recover  in  this  action  a  farm  called 
Ehos  Farm,  and  known  also  by  the  name  of  Pen-y-rorsedd,  with 
the  farm-house  and  several  cottages  thereon.  The  defendant 
defended  for  "two  messuages  and  twenty-five  acres  of  land,  called 
Ehos  Farm,  and  also  known  by  the  name  of  Pen-y-ror?edd."  Tiio 
return  to  the  elegit  stated  that  tlie  del)tor,  John  Edwards,  was 
"  seized  in  fee  of  and  in  a  dwelling-house  and  farm,  witli  the 
appurtenances,  commonly  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  Pen-y- 
rorsedd,  containing  by  estimation  nineteen  acres,  situate,  lying,  and 
being  in  the  parish  of  Northop,  in  the  county  of  Flint."  It  ap- 
])eared  in  evidence  that  tlic  fniin  in  (juestion  consisted  of  about 
thirty  acres.  It  was  contended  for  tlie  defendant,  that,  by  tlu^ 
return  to  the  elcyit,  the  title  of  the  lessor  of  tlie  plaintiii'  was 
limited  to  one  messuage  and  nineteen  acres  of  land  only  ;  and 
that,  inasmuch  as  it  was  tuicertain  v'lidf  nineteen  acres,  out  of  tluj 
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whole  farm,  these  were,  the  inquisition  was  l)ad  for  this  uncer- 
tainly, and  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  could  recover  nothing  under 
it.  The  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion,  that  the  return  was  suffi- 
ciently certain  to  enable  him  to  recover  the  whole  farm ;  and 
under  his  direction  the  plaintiff  had  a  vertlict  accordingly,  leave 
beins  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him, 
or  to  limit  the  verdict  to  nineteen  acres  of  land. 

Jervis  now  moved  for  a  rule  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved,  or 
for  a  new  trial. — The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  nineteen  acres  of  land  only.  According  *  to  the  [*  357] 
old  form,  the  sheriff  ought  to  have  returned  the  land  ex- 
tended by  metes  and  bounds:  Fenny  v.  Durrant,  1  B.  &  Aid.  40; 
and  the  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  11,  which  enables  an  elegit 
creditor  to  take  in  execution  the  whole  of  the  debtor's  land,  has 
made  no  difference  in  the  form  of  the  return.  [Parke,  B.  It 
was  necessary,  under  the  old  law,  to  describe  the  land  by  metes 
and  bounds,  because  the  sheriff  was  to  deliver  a  moiety.]  It  is 
still  equally  necessary  that  he  should  ascertain  specifically  tile 
nature  and  extent  of  the  premises  whicli  are  to  be  taken  under  the 
elegit.  [PoLLOCK,  C.  B.  Does  he  not  do  so,  if  he  gives  a  name 
whereby  the  whole  farm  is  well  known  ?  ]  The  name  applies  to 
the  whole  and  every  part  of  the  farm.  [Pollock,  C.  B.  Can  it 
be  necessary  to  describe  it  otherwise  than  would  be  sufficient  in  a 
conveyance?]  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  may  have  a  fresh  inqui- 
sition, in  wliicli  the  premises  could  be  set  out  with  more  particu- 
larity, so  as  certainly  to  include  the  whole. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  The  reason  for  setting  out  the  lands  by  metes 
and  bounds  ceases,  when  the  whole  are  to  be  delivered  :  it  is  then 
sufficient  to  describe  them  in  any  manner  which  would  be  a  suffi- 
cient description  in  a  conveyance.  Here  it  appears  that  the  farm 
in  question  was  known  indifferently  by  the  names  of  Ehos  Farm 
or  Pen-y-rorsedd ;  and  the  addition,  "  containing  by  estimation 
nineteen  acres,"  is  merely /(?/.sa  demonstratio  ciucc  non  nocet. 

Parke,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  form  of  return  to 
an  elegit,  given  in  Tidd's  Practice  (Tidd's  Pr.  Forms,  4r)6),  is,  that 
the  debtor  was  "  seised  in  liis  desmesne  as  of  fee  of  and  in  one  mes- 
suage, and  one  close  of  pasture  land  thereto  adjoining,  with  .  . 
the  appurtenances,  containing  by  estimation  *  acres,  [*358.] 
more   or  less,  situate,  lying,  and   being  in   the   parish   of 

r-,  in   the   county  aforesaid."      The   only  reason    for   deserib- 

voL.  xr.  —  43 
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ing  the  premises  by  metes  and  bounds  was,  that  the  parties  might 
know  precisely  which  moiety  was  to  be  delivered ;  but  with  re- 
spect to  the  whole,  it  is  sufficient  to  describe  it  in  any  manner 
whereby  the  estate  may  be  identified. 

GUKNEY,  B.,  concurred. 

EoLFE,  B.  In  no  way  could  one  moiety  be  distinguished  from 
another  but  by  metes  and  bounds.  EiUe  refused. 

ENGLISH  NOTES. 

"The  first  time  that  land  was  subjected  to  the  execution  of  a  judg- 
ment or  recognisance  was  by  the  Statute  of  Westmiuster  2  (13  Ed.  I.), 
c.  18,  which  enacts  that  '  when  debt  is  recovered  or  acknowledged  in 
the  King's  Court,  or  damages  awarded,  it  shall  be  from  henceforth  in 
the  election  of  him  that  sueth  for  such  debt  or  damages,  to  have  a  writ 
oi  fieri  facias  unto  the  sheriff  to  levy  the  debt  of  the  lands  and  goods; 
or  that  tlie  sheriff  shall  deliver  to  him  all  the  chattels  (saving  only  his 
oxen  and  beasts  of  his  plough),  and  the  one-half  of  his  land,  until  the 
debt  be  levied,  upon  a  reasonable  price  or  extent.  And  if  lie  be  put 
out  of  that  tenement,  he  shall  recover  by  [process  since  abolished,  and 
replaced  by  a  writ  of  sci.  fa.'].'  This  writ  is  called  an  elef/it  because 
the  plaintiff  has  made  his  election  to  sue  out  execution  of  the  land 
itself  which  is  given  by  this  statute,  instead  of  the  common  law  exe- 
cution of  the  goods  hy  fieri  facias.''  Under// ill  v.  Devereux,  2  Wms. 
Saund.  198,  n.  (1),  ed.  1871.  It  is  improbable  that  the  framers  of  this 
statute  appreciated  the  inroad  which  it  made  on  tlie  principles  of  the 
feudal  system,  for  not  only  is  a  new  tenant  thrust  upon  the  lord,  but 
no  fine  was  to  be  paid  upon  this  alienation.  But  the  real  matter  for 
wonder  is  that  nearly  two  centuries  should  have  elapsed  since  the 
abolition  of  feudal  services  by  the  12  Car.  II.,  c.  24,  before  the 
obviously  consequential  amendment  effected  by  the  enactment  men- 
tioned in  the  rule  became  law.  By  a  recent  statute  it  is  provided 
that  "the  sheriff  shall  not,  under  a  writ  of  elegit,  deliver  the  goods  of 
a  debtor,  nor  shall  a  writ  of  elegit  extend  to  goods  " :  Bankruptcy  Act, 
1883  (46  &  47  Vict.  c.  52),  s.  146  (1). 

Ill  the  f)receding  note  it  was  sliown  tliat  an  execution  creditor  is 
not  entitled  to  issue  a _;?./«.  after  the  entry  of  an  award  of  -An  elegit 
<m  tlie  rolb  and  it  was  pointed  out  tliat  tliis  would  still  apply  to  a 
chattel  interest  in  land.  The  reader  will  find  tlu^re  set  out  at  length, 
a  passage  from  2  Wms.  Saunders,  200,  illustrating  the  principles 
applicable  to  the  suing  out  of  double  pn^cess  in  execution.  A  levy 
under  ii  fi.  ft.  jtrecluded  the  judgment  creditor  from  issuing  a  further 
execution,  until  after  the  writ  had  been  returned.     Wilson  v.  Kingston 
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(1816),  2  Chit.  203.  An  rlatjlt  cannot  be  sued  out  for  part  only  of  tlie 
sum  rocoveroJ  by  tlie  judgment;  and  if  tlie  judgment  creditor  has  been 
partly  .satisfied,  the  fact  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  eler/it.  Foster 
V.  Jackson  (1615),  Hob.  52,  58;  Berr*/  v.  Wheeler  (1663),  1  Siderf. 
91;  Shi-rwood  v.  Clark  (1846),  15  M.  &  W.  764.  Formerly  a  diffi- 
culty was  presented  by  the  issue  of  tesfatam  writs,  but  this  was 
removed  by  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852  (15  &  16  Vict.  c. 
76),  s.  21. 

Considerable  misappreheusion  has,  however,  existed  as  to  the  rule 
deduced  by  the  learned  editors  of  Saunders'  Reports,  respecting  the 
right  of  the  creditor  to  issue  a  further  execution  after  an  award  of  an 
ele.fjlt.  It  has  been  argued,  that,  because  the  execution  creditor  cannot 
obtain  ^fi.fa.,  and  under  the  older  law  a  ca.  sa.,  until  after  the  sheriff 
has  made  his  return,  the  execution  is  not  complete  until  the  re- 
turn. It  is,  however,  clear  that  the  rights  of  the  creditors  under  the 
execution  .are  fixed  at  the  time  when  the  inquisition  is  taken,  and  pos- 
session given.  Sharp  v.  Key  (1841),  8  M.  &  W.  379,  10  L.  J.  Ex. 
304;  Be  Hobsoa  (1886),  33  Ch.  D.  493,  55  L.  J.  Ch.  754,  ?fo  L.  T. 
255,  34  W.  E.  786,  in  wliich  case  Bacox,  Y.  C,  said:  '•  The  point  of 
law  which  has  been  raised  has  been  fixed  and  settled  for  centuries,  as 
far  back  as  the  time  of  Lord  Coke." 

It  must  be  remembered  in  considering  how  far  the  cases  respecting 
execution  under  aji.fa.  maybe  applicable  to  that  under  an  eleyit,  that 
the  sheriff  was  bound  to  sell  under  aji.fa;  but  that  under  anelegit  the 
right  to  sell  was  limited,  and,  when  ])ermissible,  was  optional.  What 
was  seized  under  an  eler/it  prim d  facie  existed  in  .specie.  Accordingly 
where  an  elegit  was  sued  out  upon  a  judgment  which  was  afterwards 
reversed  for  error,  the  judgment  debtor  was  entitled  to  restitution  of  a 
term  extended.  JJafhursfs  Case  (1620),  Dyer,  363,  marg.  So,  too, 
it  was  resolved  that  a  tender,  after  the  appraisement  of  a  term,  and 
before  delivery  to  the  execution  creditor,  entitled  the  execution  debtor 
to  restitution.      Comyn  v.  Bradhjn  (1614),  Moo.  873,  pi.  1216. 

It  has  been  determined  that  although  the  Statute  of  Westminster  2 
provides  "  that  process  shall  be  made  by  the  sheriff,  by  equity  it  is  to 
be  extended  to  every  other  immediate  officer  to  every  Court  of  Record 
of  the  King,  and  eo  pofins,  because  the  Statute  of  Westminster  2. 
c.  18,  couples  the  elcr/it  with  the  fieri  facias,  and  limits  both  to  be  exe- 
cuted b}"  the  sheritf:  and  yet  without  question  the  Serjeant  at  mace  in 
the  case  at  bar  may  execute  a,  fieri  facias.'^  Falwood\s  Case  (1591), 
4  Co.  Rep.  64^.,  2nd  resolution.  The  modern  statutory  County  Courts 
now  regulated  by  the  County  Courts  Act,  1888  (51  &  52  Vict.  c.  43), 
may  issue  (under  s.  146)  ''a  warrant  of  execution  in  the  nature  of  a 
writ  of  fieri  facias/'  and  further  provisions  are  made  regulating  the 
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mode  of  the  execution.  The  Count}-  Court  heing  ;i  new  trihiiiial  for 
adjudicating  upon  jjarticular  matter,-^,  the  rights  of  a  part}-  invoking 
its  jurisdiction  would  be  limited  to  those  provided  by  the  statute 
which  established  these  Courts,  upon  the  princij)les  enunciated  by 
Lord  Majs^sfield  in  Hartley  v.  Hooker,  and  set  out  at  length  in 
the  notes  to  iS^os.  1  &  2  of  "Certiorari,"  5  E.  C..  at  p.  T)!".).  The 
above  quoted  passage  from  Fulwood' s  Case  would  not  apply  to  these 
new  Courts,  and  this  the  Legislature  has  recognised;  but  has  enacted: 
''If  a  Judge  of  the  High  Court  shall  be  satisfied  that  a  party  against 
whom  judgment  for  an  amount  exceeding  £20,  exclusive  of  costs^ 
has  been  obtained  in  a  County  Court,  has  no  goods  or  chattels 
which  can  be  conveniently  taken  to  satisfy  such  judgment,  he  may,  if 
lie  shall  think  fit,  and  on  such  terms  as  to  costs  as  he  may  direct, 
ordeV  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  issue  to  remove  the  judgment  of  the  County 
Court  into  the  High  Court,  and  when  removed  it  shall  have  the  same 
force  and  effect,  and  the  same  proceedings  may  be  had  thereon,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  judgment  in  the  High  Court;  but  no  action  shall  be 
brought  upon  sucli  judgment."  County  Courts  Act,  1888  (51  &  52 
Yict.  c.  43),  s.  151.  This  power  of  removal  for  the  purposes  of  execu- 
tion was  first  given  by  the  County  Coiirts  Act,  1851),  which  was  passed 
in  consequence  of  the  decision  in  Moreton  v.  Holt  (1855),  10  Ex.  707, 
24  L.  J.  Ex.  169.  The  bailiff  of  a  liberty  ma\'  make  an  inquisition 
and  extent  upon  an  elerjit  by  warrant  from  the  sheriff.  Sparrou^  v, 
Mattersock  (1634),  Cro.  Car.  319. 

By  the  Judgments  Act,  1838  (1  &  2  Yict.  c.  110),  s.  11.  it  is  enacted; 
*'  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  to  whom  any  writ  of 
elegit,  or  any  precept  in  pursuance  thereof,  shall  be  directed  at  the  suit 
of  any  person,  upon  any  judgment  ...  to  make  and  deliver  execution 
unto  the  party  in  that  behalf  suing,  of  all  such  lands,  tenements, 
rectories,  tithes,  rents,  and  hereditaments,  including  lands  and  heredi- 
taments of  copyhold  or  customaiy  tenure,  as  the  person  against  whom 
execution  is  so  sued,  or  any  person  in  trust  for  him,  shall  have  been 
seised  or  possessed  of  .  .  .  or  over  which  such  ])orson  shall  .  .  .  have 
any  disposing  jiower  which  he  might,  without  the  assent  of  any  other 
person,  exercise  for  his  own  benefit,  in  like  manner  as  the  sheriff  or 
other  person  may  now  make  and  deliver  execution  of  one  moiety  of  the 
lands  and  tenements  of  any  person  against  whom  a  writ  of  elajit  is 
sued  out ;  whicli  lands,  tenements,  rectories,  fifhes,  rents,  and  heredi- 
taments, by  force  and  virtue  of  such  execution,  shall  accordingly  be 
held  and  enjoyed  liy  the  party  to  whom  such  execution  .shall  be  so 
made  and  delivered,  subject  to  such  account  in  the  Court,  out  of  which 
such  execution  shall  liave  been  sued  out,  as  a  tenant  by  elegit  is  now 
subject  to  in  a  Court   of  ei|uily."     The  two  following  provisos   deal 
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with  riglits  of  tlu-  lord  of  tlic  munor  of  i-opyhold  and.  customary  lands, 
and  the  ridnilMirscnuMit  to  the  tenant  by  eU'jj'it  of  any  expenditure 
incurred  beyond  the  sum  leviable  under  the  judgment  by  reason  of 
the  land  being  of  copyhold  or  customary  tenure.  The  provision  of  the 
Judgments  Act,  18ti4  (1*7  i\:  28  Vict.  c.  112),  assimilating  execution 
against  land  to  that  under  i\ji.f((.,  was  briefly  adverted  to  in  the  notes 
to  the  [(receding  rule,  j).  (IG-l:,  (inte.  The  subject  will  be  more  con- 
veniently discusse<l  in  considering  how  far  judginents  operate  as  a 
charge  on   lands. 

Th:'  following  cases  deal  with  the  various  interests  in  land  which 
may  be  taken  in  execution  under  an  elegit :  —  A  term  of  years :  FLeet- 
icood's  Case  (1611),  8  Co.  Rep.  171a;  a  rent  charge:  Anon.  (1561), 
Moo.  32,  pi.  104;  but  not  a  rent  seek,  without  the  land:  Wahali  v. 
Heath  (1598),  Cro.  Eliz.  (J5G;  a  reversion  expectant  on  the  determina- 
tion of  a  lease  for  years:  Anon.  (1562),  Moo.  36,  pi.  118;  or  a  reversion 
expectant  on  an  estate  for  life:  Anon.  (1580),  Dy.  373^.  pi.  14.  And 
the  tenant  b\^  elegit  may  sue  the  termor  for  the  rent  in  an  action  for 
use  and  occupation  :  liamsbottom  v.  Baehhurst  (1814),  2  M.  &  S.  565, 
15  K.  It.  352;  or  distrain  without  attornment,  as  the  rent  is  annexed 
to  the  reversion:  Lloyd  y.  Davles  (1848),  2  Ex.  103,  18  L.  J.  Ex.  80. 
But  rent  in  arrear  is  not  annexed  to  the  reversion,  and  cannot  be 
extended  under  an  elegit :  .S//"rp  v.  7v>//  (1841),  8  M.  &  W.  379,  10  L. 
J.  Ex.  304.  The  execution  creditor  takes  the  estate  subject  to  the 
rights  of  third  parties,  and  must  give  effect  to  a  prior  lease:  Doe  d.  Da 
Costc  V.  JV/iai-ton  (1798),  8  T.  11.  2;  or  to  a  prior  equitable  mortgage: 
U'hita-orth  V.  Gavgahi  (1844),  3  Hare,  416,  13  L.  J.  Ch.  288  (L.  C. 
1846),  1  Phil.  728,  15  L.  J.  Ch.  4.33.  But  the  interest  of  a  mortgagor 
w  h(j  has  made  a  mortgage  by  demise  of  a  term  cannot  be  taken  in  exe- 
cution:  Mayor,  &c.  of  Poole  v.  White  (1846),  16  M.  &  W.  571,  16  L. 
J.  Ex.  229.  A  remainder  cannot  be  taken  in  execution:  Re  South 
(Ch.  App.  1874),  L.  Bv.,  9  Ch.  ,369,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  441,  30  L.  T.  347, 
22  W.  B.  460;  lie  Hamilton  (C.  A.  1885),  31  Ch.  D.  291,  oo  L.  J- 
Ch.  282,  53  L.  T.  840,  34  W.  E.  203.  The  interest  of  a  tenant  f<u- 
life  in  laud,  excepted  from  a  leasing  power,  maj'' be  extended:  Davis 
V.  Duhe  (if  Marlborough  (1819).  2  Swanst.  121.  So  too  an  estate  tail  : 
AsJihurnham  v.  St.  rlolni  (1606),  Cro.  Jac.  85.  If  one  joint  tenant 
.  .  .  suffers  a  judgment  in  an  action  of  debt  to  be  entered  up  against 
him,  and  dies  before  execution  had,  it  shall  not  be  executed  after- 
wards; but  if  execution  be  sued  in  the  life  of  the  cognisor,  it  shall 
then  bind  the  survivor.  But  Lord  Coke  observes  that  as  well  in  the 
case  of  a  rent  charge,  as  of  a  .  .  .  judgment,  if  he  who  makes  the 
charge  survives,  it  is  good  for  ever.  2  Cruise,  I^ig.  tit.  XVIII.  c.  1, 
s.  55,  citing  Lortt  Abergavenny' s  Case  (1608),  6  Co.  Bep.  78.     So,  too, 
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may  the  estate  of  a  coparcener,  or  a  tenant  in  common  be  taken  in  exe- 
cution under  an  eZev^V.  2  Cruise,  Dig.  tit.  XIY.  s.  TU.  It  Avas  held  by 
all  the  Judges  that  land  in  ancient  demesne  ma}'  be  taken  on  an  elegit. 
Cox  V.  Barnsley  (1614),  Hob.  47,  Moo.  211,  pi.  351 ;  Martin  v.  WUks 
(1583),  Moo.  211,  pi.  351.  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  in  his  work  on 
executions,  states  that  an  advowson  in  gross  cannot  Ix^  extended,  as  a 
moiety  could  not  be  set  out,  nor  could  it  be  Aalued  ut  any  certain  rent 
towards  payment  of  the  debt.  Gilbert's  Execution,  39.  Tlie  former 
reason  would  not  now  be  sufficient,  as  the  entirety  may  be  taken,  but 
the  latter  reason  seems  to  be  still  valid.  It  must,  however,  be  pointed 
out  that  in  Bobi/isoii  v.  Tongue  (1735),  3  P.  Wms.  398,  401,  Lord 
Talbot  is  reported:  '"It  seems  hard  to  maintain  that  things  incor- 
poreal, or  lying  in  grant,  are  not  extendible  on  an  elegit.''  15ut  a 
remainder  as  shown  above  cannot  be  seized  under  an  elegit.  Elegit 
does  not  lie  of  the  glebe  belonging  to  the  parsonage  or  vicarage,  nor  to 
tlie  churchyard;  for  tliese  are  solum  Deo  ro//sefriituit/  :  Arhuckle  v. 
Coivtan  (1803),  3  Bos.  &  P.  321,327,  7  E.  E.  781,783;  Parnj  x. 
Jones  (1856),  1  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  345,  26  L.  J.  C.  ]'.  36.  Lands  already 
in  execution  cannot  be  taken  imder  a  further  elegit :  Curter  v.  liughrs 
(1858),  2  H.  &  N.  714,  27  L.  J.  Ex.  225.  P,ut  it  has  been  said  that 
lands  of  a  bishop  ma}'  be  taken:  2  Wms.  8aund.  210,  citing  Dalton, 
►Sher.  1,  36.  The  cases  relative  to  copyholds  are  Tfegdon's  Case  (1584), 
3  Co.  Eep.  9a;  llon-ls  v.  Jones  (1823),  2  B.  &  C.  242.  3  Dowl.  &  Ey. 
603.  Land  comprised  in  a  prior  voluntary  conveyance  could  not  be 
taken  in  execution:  Beaean  v.  Earl  of  Oxford  (1855),  6  De  G.  1\\.  & 
G.  492,  529,  24  L.  J.  Ch.  311.  Now  these  settlements,  unless  fraudu- 
](!nt  in  fact,  cannot  be  defeated  by  a  subsequent  conveyance  for  value: 
Yolnntary  Conveyances  Act,  189.".  (oQ  &  57  Yict.  c.  21),  As  to  the 
older  law,  see  Doe  d.  Ottleg  x.  Maintliig  (1807),  9  East,  59.  9  E.  E. 
503.  Prior  to  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  11.  a  i)ersou  having  a  general 
power  of  appointment  could  in  certain  events  defeat  the  execution 
creditor:  Doe  d.  JVlgan  v.  Jones  (18.30),  10  B.  &  C.  459,  5  Man.  &  Ey. 
563,,  8  L.  .r.  (O.  S.)  K.  r..  214.  And  tln-rc  was  ik.  e.piity  wliicli  tlic 
♦execution  creditor  could  assert  to  have  tlie  effect  of  the  iipjxiintment 
altered:   Skealrs  v.  Shea  rig  (1837),  3  My.  &  Cr.  112,  6  L.  J.  Cli.  21. 

Tlie  title  of  anexecntion  creditor  against  land  is  complete,  as  against 
the  trustee  in  bankruptcy,  upon  seizure  in  the  case  of  a  legal  interest, 
or  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  in  the  case  of  an  eipiitable  interest: 
but  the  execution  cr('ditoi'"s  title  must,  lie  completed  before;  Ihe  date  of 
the  receiving  order,  or  before  notice  of  the  ])resentat  ion  of  a  petititui 
by  or  against  the  delitoi',  or  the  conunission  of  an  available  act  of 
bankruptcy:  Bankruptcy  Act,  1883  (47  &  48  Vict.  c.  52),  s.  45. 

To  make  the  title  effectual  against  a  purchaser  for  value,  the  writ  or 
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order  for  a  receiver  as  the  case  may  be  must  be  registered  in  pursuance 
of  tlie  Land  Charges  Registration  and  Searches  Act.  1S8S  (;")1  &  52 
Vict.  c.  51,)  ss.  5  and  G. 

The  direction  requiring  the  slieriff  to  tal<e  an  incjuisition  before 
(Udivering  possession  is  imperative  :  Anon.  Dyer,  100<(,  pi.  71,  and  in 
margin;  and  an  inquisition  was  liekl  in  AV  Ilohson  (188G),  'do  Ch.  \). 
493,  55  L.  J.  Ch.  754,  55  L.  T,  255,  34  "\V.  R.  780.  Formerly  the 
sheriff  used  to  deliver  actual  possession,  but  it  is  doubtful  whether  the 
eletjit  creditor  must  not  now  bring  ejectment  to  obtain  actual  posses- 
sion. Undei'li'dl  \.  Decereux,  2  "Wms.  Saund.  214,  215,  cd.  1871.  Ju 
an  ejectment  the  defendant  may  raise  objections  founded  on  irregu- 
larities in  the  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  issue  of  the  writ:  Demi 
0 .  Tai/lor  v.  Earl  of  Ahbigdon  (1780),  Dougl.  45G;  Fennij  d.  Mastei's 
v.  Durnint  (1817),  1  B.  &  Aid.  40.  He  is,  perha[)s,  also  entitled  to 
object  to  matters  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  record;  but  he  is  not 
entitled  to  assert  any  topic  affecting  the  validity  of  the  judgment: 
Hughes  V.  LKniJeij  (1854),  4  Ell.  &  Bl.  274,  24  L.  J.  Q.  B.  57.  As 
every  part  of  records  so  long  as  they  remain  on  the  file  must  be  taken 
to  speak  with  absolute  truth,  the  execution  creditors  title  was  accord- 
ingly liehl  sufficiently  manifested  by  an  examined  copy  of  the  judg- 
ment roll,  containing  the  award  of  an  elegit  and  the  return  of  the 
inquisition,  without  also  proving  a  copy  of  the  elegit  and  of  the  incpiisi- 
tion :  Ramshottnm  v.  Baekliurst  (1814),  2  M.  &  S.  5G5,  15  K.  li.  352. 
In  executing  a  writ  oifi.fa.  the  interest  of  the  execution  debtor  might 
be  described  in  a  general  way:  Taylor  v.  Cole  (1789),  1  T.  E.  292, 
1  R.  R.  TOG;  but  in  the  case  of  an  elegit  the  term  must  be  ascertained 
if  extended,  but  not  otherwise:  see  2  Wms.  Saund.  20G,  ed.  1871,  and 
Fraser's  note  to  Palmer's  Case  (1597),  4  Co.  Re}).  74'/.  In  the  case 
of  an  elegit  the  jury  have  no  right  to  go  into  a  question  of  title,  and 
it  would  seem  that  thej'  need  not  find  the  interest:  Barnes  v.  Harding 
(1857),  1  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  5G8.  Proof  of  receipt  of  rents  and  profits  is 
prima  faeie  evidence  of  title  in  the  execution  debtor  :  Ihid.  Where  the 
judgment  debtor  has  not  any  land,  the  sheriff  need  not  take  an  inquisi- 
tion: StonehoHse  \.  Eiren  (1731).  2  Str.  874.  1  Barnard,  35G.  The 
tenant  by  elegit  has  no  freehold,  but  only  a  chattel  interest,  which  will 
devolve  u[)on  his  executors:  2  Inst.  89G. 

The  rule  is  confirmed  by  the  subsequent  case  of  Sherirood  v.  Clark 
(1846),  15  M.  &  W.  764. 

Many  of  the  difficulties  presented  in  pursuing  the  proceedings  under 
the  Statute  of  Westminster  2  have  been  removed  by  the  Judgments 
Act,  1864.  By  the  joint  effect  of  section  3  of  this  Statute  and  the 
Lands  Charges  Registration  and  Searches  Act,  1888  (51  &  52  Vict. 
c.  51),  s.  5,  a  writ  of  execution  may  be  registered  at  the  office  of  Land 
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Registry,  and  the  execution  creditor  may  then  obtain  an  order  for  sale 
under  section  4  of  the  former  Act  (27  &  28  Vict.  c.  112).  The  writ  may 
he  registered  before  the  slieriff  lias  made  liis  return  :  CJiaiiipuPij  v.  Jiiu- 
land  (1870),  23  L.  T.  584,  19  W.  R.  148.  The  registration,  it  may  be 
mentioned,  is  not  required  to  give  validity  to  tlie  writ,  but  is  necessary 
to  entitle  the  judgment  creditor  to  a  sale  under  section  4  :  Re  Pope 
(C.  A.  188G),  17  Q.  B.  D.  743,  ^ih  L.  J.  Q.  B.  522,  55  L.  T.  369,  34 
W.  R.  693.  Section  4  of  the  Act  of  1864  is  in  these  terms  :  "Every 
creditor  to  whom  any  land  of  his  debtor  shall  have  been  actually  deliv- 
ered in  execution  by  virtue  of  any  [judgment],  and  whose  writ  or  other 
process  of  execution  shall  be  duly  registered,  shall  be  entitled  forth- 
witli,  or  at  any  time  afterwards  wliile  the  registry  of  sucli  writ  or  pro- 
cess shall  continue  in  force,  to  obtain  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  upon 
petition  in  a  summary  way,  an  order  for  the  sale  of  his  debtor's  inter- 
est in  such  land,  and  every  such  petition  maybe  served  upon  the  debtor 
only;  and  thereupon  the  Court  shall  direct  all  such  inquiries  to  be 
made  as  to  the  nature  and  particulars  of  the  debtor's  interest  in  such 
land,  and  his  title  thereto,  as  shall  appear  to  be  necessary  or  proper; 
and  in  maldng  such  inquiries,  and  generally  in  carrj^ing  into  effect  such 
order  for  sale,  the  practice  of  the  said  Court  with  respect  to  sales  of 
real  estatf^s  of  deceased  persons  for  the  j^ayment  of  debts  shall  be 
adopted  and  followed,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  found  conveniently 
applicable."  The  application  must  be  made  to  the  Chancer}^  Division, 
being  in  respect  of  a  matter  within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  under  an  Act  of  Parliament:  Judicature  Act,  1873 
(36  &  37  Vict.  c.  66),  s.  34  (2).  The  application  would  still  be  by 
way  of  petition,  which  would  have  to  be  intituled  in  the  matter  of  the 
.statute.  The  forms  of  orders  will  be  found,  2  Seton,  Decrees,  1712, 
5th  cd. 

The  language  employed  b}"  the  draftsman  cannot  be  described  as 
f(dicitous,  for  at  no  period  has  land  been  actually  delivered  in  execution 
l»y  virtuff  of  a  judgment,  although  the  Legislature  has  transitorily 
enacted  that  judgmi'uts  shall  oj)erate  as  a  charge  on  lands,  a  policy 
reversed  by  section  1  of  the  statute  under  consideration.  The  provision 
requiring  registration  ])resents  no  difficulty,  but  lliaf  requiring  an 
actual  deli\-cry  in  execution  gives  rise  to  intricate  (pu'st  ioiis.  Where 
the  execution  dclitoi-  is  tlie  legal  owner  of  the  land  tlie  delivi'ry  of  the 
.seisin  before  the  return.  7?^'  U<>hs<ni  (1S86),  33  Ch.  D.  493,  55  L.  d. 
(!h.  754.  rCy  \j.  T.  255.  34  W.  R.  7<'S(),  or  the  return  of  the  writ  with- 
out enti-y  by  the  execution  creditor,  ClKunpneif  v.  .!>UJ-l(iiid  (1870),  23 
L.  'V.  5H4,  19  W.  R.  148,  amounts  to  an  actual  delivery  in  execution. 
So  too  does  the  ai)pointment  of  a  receiver:  Ex  parte  I'Jrajis,  lie  ll'dt- 
khis  (C.  A.  1879),  13  Ch.  D.  252,  49  L.  J.  Bk.  7,  41  L.  T.  r,(\:i,  28  \V. 
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Iv.  127;  ur  the  receipt  of  the  rents  uiid  profits  l)y  sequestrators:  Me 
Jinsh  (1870),  L.  K.  10  Ecp  442,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  7.V.). 

Ill  tlie  case  of  equitable  interests,  the  order  of  tlie  Cinirt,  in  exercise  of 
its  equitable  jurisdiction,  removing  the  impediment  which  prevents  tlie 
execution  of  an  elegit  at  common  law  operates  as  an  actual  delivery  hi 
execution:  Hattoii  v.  Hn,/,roml  (Ch.  App,  1874),  L.  11..  0  Ch.  22'J,  4o 
L.  J.  Ch.  372,  30  L.  T.  270,  22  W.  IL  356.  The  Statute  of  Frauds 
enabled  equitable  interests  to  be  taken  in  execution,  but  this  was 
restricted  to  simple  express  trusts,  as  where  lands  were  held  by 
trustees  in  trust  for  the  beneficiary  absolutely' :  see  Scott  v.  Schole;/ 
Xo.  4,  p.  647,  ante,  and  the  other  cases  cited  in  Tlatton  v.  Jlinjirood. 
But  until  the  impediment  is  removed,  the  petition  for  a  sale  cannot  be 
entertained:  Ef  Coirln-icU/c  Ralliritij  Co.  (1868),  L.  K.,  ;">  E<j.  413,  37 
L.  J.  Ch.  306,  18  L.  T.  102,  16  W.  K.  506.  The  order  being  made 
under  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  (see  Re  Cmobridge  llaiUray 
Co.,  s%iprcC),  the  application  may  be  made  to  the  Court  out  of  which  the 
elegit  ifisxes ;  Judicature  Act,  1873,  s.  24  (1)  &  (7);  SinltJi  v.  Cowell 
(C.  A.  1880),  6  Q.  15.  I).  75,  50  L.  J.  Q.  B.  38,  43  L.  T.  528,  29  W. 
E.  227.  But  where  the  execution  debtor  is  mortgagor  of  the  land 
sought  to  be  seized,  the  elegit  creditor  is  in  a  more  favourable  position: 
Beckett  v.  Bucldey  (1874).  L.  E.,  17  Eq.  435,  22  W.  E.  294.  In  that 
case  Hall,  Y.  C,  regarded  Hattoii  v.  Jlin/tcood.  supra,  as  recognising 
an  inchoate  right  in  the  execution  creditor,  before  the  elegit  was 
actually  executed,  and  allowed  a  Ijill  filed  against  the  mortgagees  and 
the  judgment  debtor  (who  was  the  mortgagor),  (daiming  the  general 
relief  to  which  a  mesne  encumbrancer  is  entitled,  of  redeeming  and 
foreclosing.  To  an  action  so  commenced  an  order  for  sale  might  now 
be  obtained  under  the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act,  1881, 
(44  &  45  Vict.  c.  41),  s.  25.  The  action  might  be  commenced  by 
originating  summons;  E.  8.  C.  1883,  Ord.  Oi),  r.  5,  a.  Or,  if  doubts 
existed  relative  to  the  power  to  register  the  originating  summons  as  a 
Us  pendens,  by  writ. 

See  also  the  cases  and  notes  upon  "Ecpiitablc  Execution,"  10  E.  C. 
570-614. 

Where  the  elegit  creditor  has  been  satisiied,  and  tliere  has  been  no 
sale  under  the  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  112,  s.  4,  the  execution  debtor  may 
recover  his  lands  by  a  writ  of  sd.  fu.  A  writ  of  si-i.  fa.  was  an  origi- 
nal writ  for  most  purposes,  but  was  in  certain  })articulars  a  continua- 
tion of  the  former  proceedings  :  see  Under/till  v.  Devereiix,  2  AVms. 
Saund.  225,  note  4,  ed.  1871.  Even  before  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  an 
execution  debtor  was  entitled  upon  a  summary  application  to  the 
common  law  Court  out  of  which  the  elegit  issued,  to  an  account  of  the 
rents  and  profits   received,  and  an   order   that   tlie   execution  creditor 
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should  give  up  possession  if  it  appeared  that  he  \va.s  fully  satisfied: 
Price  V.  Vaniey  (1825),  3  B.  &  C.  733,  5  Dovvl.  &  Ry.  612,  3  L.  J. 
(0.  S.)  K.  B.  107.  The  appropriate  proceeding  now  would  appear  to 
be  an  originating  summons  under  R.  S.  C  Ord.  55,  rule  5,  a.  In 
Price,  V.  Varney  the  inquiry  was  limited  to  actual  receipts,  but  since 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  the  execution  creditor  must  account  on  the  footing 
of  a  mortgagee  in  i:)OSsession  :  Bull  v.  Faulkner  (1847),  1  De  G.  & 
Sm.  685,  17  L.  .1.  Ch.  23.  It  is  not  clear  on  what  footing  accounts 
were  taken  in  a  Court  of  equity  prior  to  the  Statute,  for  in  Godfrey  v. 
Watson  (1747),  3  Atk.  517,  where  the  execution  creditor  was  ordered 
to  account  on  the  footing  of  wilful  default,  it  appears  that  he  was 
also  a  mortgagee. 

AMERICAN  NOTES. 

The  writ  of  elegit  is  almost  unknown  in  this  country,  prevailing  nowhere 
except  in  Florida  and  Delawai'e,  ;ind  there  only  for  special  pm'])oses.  2  Free- 
man on  Executions,  sect.  ;:5T0.  citing  and  approving  the  }>rincipal  case. 


No.  7.  —  JONES   V.   THOMPSON. 
(Q.  B.  1858.) 

No.  8.  — WEBB   'V.    STENTON. 
(c.  A.  1883.) 

RULE. 

The  expression  "  debt  owing  or  accruing  "  in  R,  S.  C. 
1883,  Order  45,  r.  1,  which  replaces  the  provisions  (com- 
monly called  the  '•  garnishee  "  sections)  of  the  Common 
La,w  Procedure  Act,  1854,  relating  to  the  attachment  of 
debts  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125,  ss.  61  et  -"^cq.),  applies  only 
to  an  actual  debt  or  to  dchitum  in  prmsenii,  nolvcndum  in 
futuro. 

Jones  V.  Thompson. 

27  L..T.  Q.  H.  2;U,  2.1.')  (s.  c.  Ell.  HI.  &  Kl.  M  :  4  .Tur.  N.  S.  3.18). 

Execnlion.  — Attachment  of  ])(:hts.  —  ''  J)el)t  ou;iu(]  and  (iccriiing.  " 

[2.'M]       A  verdict  in  an  action  of  contract  for  iiiili<iuiilatc(l  damages,  without 
judginoiit,  is  not  "  a  debt  owing   or  accruing,"  and  cannot  be  attached 
under  .section  (Jl  of  the  Connnon  Law  Procedure  Act,  1H54. 
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Pollock,  C.  B.,  had  made  an  order  upon  G.  H.  Hickman  and  A. 
Hickman,  that  all  debts  owing  or  accruing  from  the  said  garnishees 
to  the  judgment  debtor  be  attached,  to  answer  the  judgment 
recovered  against  the  judgment  debtor  by  the  judgment  creditor, 
on  the  loth  of  March,  1856,  for  the  sum  of  £17  lis.  9d.,  conclud- 
ing with  a  summons  to  the  garnishees,  to  show  cause  why  they 
should  not  pay  the  judgment  creditor  the  debt  due  from  them 
to  the  judgment  debtor,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  judgment  debt. 

On  the  hearing  of  tlie  summons,  it  appeared  from  the  affidavits 
that  the  plaintiff  had  recovered  judgment  against  the  defendant 
for  £417,  lis.  9^/.,  on  the  13th  of  March,  and  the  defendant  liad 
obtained  a  verdict  against  the  garnishees,  on  the  11th  of  March, 
for  £675  damages,  in  an  acti(jn  for  unliquidated  damages  on  a 
breach  of  contract,  but  judgment  had  not  been  signed  in  the  latter 
action.     Pollock,  C.  B.,  referred  the  matter  to  the  Court. 

Prentice  accordingly  moved  for  a  rule  in  substitution  of  the 
summons.  —  The  question  is,  whether  this  is  a  debt,  "  owing  or 
accruing  "  from  the  garnishees  to  the  judgment  debtor,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  section  61, 
which  enables  a  Judge  to  order  that  all  debts  owing  or  accruing 
from  a  third  person  to  the  judgment  debtor  shall  be  attached  to 
answer  the  judgment  debt. 

[\Vi(;htmax,  J.     The  third  person  must  be  indebted.] 
It  is  true  that  the  action  against  the  garnishees  was  for  unliqui- 
dated damages  ;  but  the  verdict  has  ascertained  what  was  before 
uncertain. 

[Ckompton,  J.,  referred  to  Ex  parte  Charles,  14  East,  197.] 
That  case,  no  doubt,  decided  that  a  verdict  in  an  action  for  un- 
liquidated damages  before  judgment  did  not  constitute  a  good  peti- 
tioning creditor's  debt.  But  the  statute  5  Geo.  II.  c.  30,  s.  23  (on 
which  that  case  was  decided),  requires  a  debt  which  is  due  or 
owing.  Now  the  present  statute  says,  a  debt  owing  or  accruing, 
which  this  verdict  is.  In  Langford  v.  Ellis,  14  East,  202,  n.  (b), 
Lord  Mansfield,  C.  J.,  says :  "  The  moment  the  verdict  comes 
the  damages  are  assessed ;  then  the  judgment  is  to  recover  the 
damages  so  assessed."  And  Willes,  J. :  "  The  moment  the  ver- 
dict comes  the  damages  are  liquidated." 

*  WiGHTMAN,  J.     No  doubt  the  damages  may  be  said  to  [*  2351 
be  liquidated  by  the  verdict ;  but  do  they  become  a  debt  ?] 


684  EXECUTION. 


No.  7.  —  Jones  v.  Thompson,  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  235. 


[Ckompton,  J.  Ex  parte  Charles  expressly  overruled  Lanyfonl 
V.  Ellis,  as  is  pointed  out  iu  Buss  v.  Gilbert,  2  M.  &  S.  70  (14  K.  1{. 
591),  and  the  latter  case  is  an  express  authority  to  the  same 
effect.] 

Yes ;  no  doubt.  But  there  is  a  distinction  between  a  del)t 
accruing  and  an  actual  debt.  By  signing  judgment,  which  the 
garnishees  can  do  at  any  time,  the  amount  of  tlie  verdict  already 
ascertained  becomes  an  aljsolute  debt. 

Pigott,  Serjt.,  appeared  to  show  cause  on  belialf  of  the  garnishees 
in  the  first  instance,  and  referred  to  Jo/;;/. so/i  v.  Diamond,  11  Ex. 
73,  24  L.  J.  Ex.  217. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.'  E.x  parte  CliarU'S,  and  several  other  cases,  decide 
that  the  amount  of  a  verdict  in  an  action  for  unliquidated  dam- 
ages is  not  a  debt  till  judgment  has  been  signed.  Those  cases 
were  decided  under  the  Bankrupt  Acts.  Now  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  enables  a  Judge,  on  its  being  made  to  appear 
that  another  person  is  indebted  to  the  judgment  debtor,  to  order 
that  all  debts  owing  or  accruing  from  such  third  person  to  the 
judgment  debtor  shall  bo  attaclied  to  answer  the  judgment  debt. 
Mr.  Prentice  draws  a  distinction,  relying  on  the  woid  "  accruing,"  and 
says  the  amount  of  this  verdict  is  a  debt  accruing  to  the  defend- 
ant. But  it  appears  to  me  that  it  is  neithm-  a  debt  owing  nor 
accruing  :  the  latter  word  can  only  be  a})plied,  in  my  o])inion,  to  a 
(lehitwm  in  praisenti  solvcndmn  in  futvro.  There  must  be  a  debt 
perfected,  in  order  to  entitle  a  judgment  creditor  to  the  benefit  of 
this  clause. 

Crompton,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the  ques- 
tion to  be  the  same  as  in  a  fiat  or  commission  of  bankruptcy,  and 
that  there  must  be  an  actual  debt.  Now,  in  Ex  parte  Charles  it 
was  (hicided  tlmt  a  verdict  in  an  action  for  unliijuidated  damages 
did  not  constitute  a  debt  so  as  to  be  the  foundation  of  a  commis- 
sion of  bankruptcy.  It  was  argued  that  the  Connnon  Law  Pi-o- 
cedure  Act  makes  a  distinction  ])y  using  the  word  "  acrruing "  ; 
but,  in  my  opinion,  tliere  must  still  be  a  debt  which,  though  not 
<bu'  in  point  of  iiayment,  is  yet  an  absolute  debt.  There  is  a  large 
cliiss  of  cases  which  come  under  this  liead,  such  as  the  case  be- 
tween the  drawer  and  payee  of  a  promissory  note  still  running,  in 
whirh  I  have  always  held   nt  chambers,  and   T   understand   other 

1  Lord  Cami'Bi;i,i,,  C  .f.,  ;iii(l  i'.wi.i:, .!.,  wens  siLliiig  on  tin;  Special  Commission  for 
(lie  trial  of  Siinoii  I'('rn:ir(i. 
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Judges  also,  that  there  is  a  debt.  On  the  other  hand,  I- have  al- 
ways held  tliat  it  is  not  sutticient  that  in  all  probability  there 
will  be  a  debt,  as  in  the  cases  of  rent  or  annuities  not  yet  due. 
The  mere  fact  that  it  is  most  probable  that  there  will  be  a  debt  is 
not  sufficient :  there  must  be  an  actual  debt. 

Pigott,  Serjt.,  applied  for  costs. 

WlGiiTMAX,  J.  The  garnishees  need  not  have  shown  cause  in 
the  first  instance.  You  can  have  no  costs  when  the  rule  is  re- 
fused.    The  garnishees  are  mere  volunteers.  Rule  refused. 

"Webb  V.  Stenton. 

11  Q.  B.  I).  518-5;51  (s.  c.  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  .)84;  49  L.  T.  432). 

Execution.  — Attachment  of  Debts.  —  ''  Debt  oicing  or  accruing.''^ 

A  judginent  debtor  was  oiititlcd  for  liis  life  to  the  income  arising  from  a  [518] 
umd  vest(>il  in  trustees.  j)ayal)le  lialf-yearly  in  February  au«l  August. 
Upon  application  by  the  judgment  creditor  in  November  for  a  garnishee  order 
attaching  tlie  dc^btors  share  of  the  income  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  it  ap- 
peared tliat  thq  la.;t  half-yearly  payment  had  been  made,  and  that  there  was  no 
money  the  proceeds  of  the  trust  property  in  the  bauds  of  the  trustees:  — 

Held,  affirming  the  decision  of  the  Queen's  Bench  Division,  that  there  %vas 
no  debt  "  owing  or  accruing  "  at  the  time  when  the  order  was  applied  for  which 
could  be  attached  under  Order  XLV.  rule  2. 

Seinble,  that  the  proper  course  for  the  judgment  creditor  to  pursue  was  to 
apply  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  under  the  practice  of  the  Chancery 
Division. 

Special  case. 

In  August,  1SS2,  John  Hulton,  against  whom  the  plaintiff  had 
obtained  a  judgment  for  debt  and  costs,  became  entitled  under  the 
will  of  the  Rev.  C.  Fletcher,  deceased,  for  his  life,  to  one-fourth  of 
one-fourth  share  of  the  income  arising  from  the  trust  fund  under 
the  will,  of  which  the  defendants  were  trustees.  The  value  of  this 
interest  of  Hulton's  was  about  <£85  yearly,  and  was  payable  half- 
yearly  in  February  and  August. 

By  indenture  of  mortgage  of  the  31st  of  October,  1882,  Hulton 
assigned  his  interest  under  the  will  to  J.  E.  Allen,  of  Nottintrham, 
for  securing  the  repayment  of  £300,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of 
5  per  cent. 

A  payment  of  £60  had  been  made  to  him  on  account  of  his 
share  of  the  income  due  to  him,  in  consequence  of  expenses  he 
had  been  put  to  by  the  illness  and  death  of  his  wife. 
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Copies  of  the  will  and  mortgage  formed  part  of  the  case. 

The  question  for  the  Court  was  whether  the  interest  to  which 
John  Hulton  became  entitled  under  the  will  was  attaclial)le  under 
Order  XLV.  rule  2,  on  the  11th  of  November,  1882. 

Castle,  for  the  plaintiff.     The  debtor's  interest   in    the 

[*  519]  trust   fund    *  can  be  attached  under  Order  XLY.   rule  2. 

The  fact  that  he  has  mortgaged  liis  interest  under  the  will 

does  not  prevent  his  equity  of  redemption  from  being  the  subject 

of  an  attachment:  HirscJi  v.  Coates,  18  C.  B.  757. 

[Cave,  J.  You  have  to  make  out  that  there  is  "  a  debt  due  or 
accruing"  from  the  trustees.] 

In  re  Cowan's  Estate,  14  Ch.  I).  638,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  402,  shows 
tliat  the  income  of  a  trust  fund  payable  to  the  del)tor  by  a  trustee 
under  a  settlement  can  be  attached  under  Order  XLV,,  and  is  in 
all  respects  a  stronger  case  than  the  present. 

V.  Smith,  for  the  defendants,  was  not  lieard. 

Cave,  J.  I  cannot  see  that  the  debtor's  interest  in  the  trust 
fund  was  a  debt  due  or  accruing  to  him  from  the  trustees.  The 
case  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  In  re  Covxins  Estate,  ho  doubt  at 
first  sight  appears  to  be  an  authority  for  the  proposition  that  the 
debtor's  interest  under  this  fund  can  be  the  subject  of  an  attach- 
ment. But  the  question  whether  the  debtor's  interest  can  be  taken 
to  be  a  "  debt "  due  to  him  from  the  trustees  within  the  meaning 
of  the  order  does  not  appear  to  have  been  fully  argued.  I  cannot 
think  that  the  liabilities  of  trustees  in  a  case  like  the  present  were 
meant  to  be  ascertained  by  garnishee  proceedings.  A  more  simple 
course  is  for  the  plaintiff  to  apply  for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver, which  would  give  him  all  that  he  seeks  to  obtain  by  the 
present  order. 

Day,  J.,  concurred.  Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

* 

The  plaintiff  appealed. 

lAimley  Smith,  Q.C.,  and  Castle,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  rules 
under  Order  XLY.  for  the  attachment  of  debts  are  similar  to  the 
garnishee  clauses  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  except 
that  the  debt  to  be  attached  is  enlarged  so  as  to  include  an  equi- 
table debt,  whereas  the  debt  attachable  under  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  must  have  been  a  legal  one.  There  is  no 
[*  520]  *  distinction  now  siiu^o  the  Judicature  Acts  between  a 
legal  and  e([uitiibl(!  diibt,  and  Order  ITT.  rule  6  enables  a 
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specially  indorsed  writ  to  Le  i.s.sued  by  a  cestui  que  trust  against 
his  trustee  for  a  liquidated  demand  due  on  a  trust :  Wilson  v. 
Dundas,  Weekly  Notes,  Dec.  4,  1875,  p.  232,  where  there  was  an 
application  to  QUAIN,  J.,  at  chambers  to  attach  half  a  year's  salary- 
due  to  a  judgment  debtor  from  his  trustees,  and  that  learned  Judge, 
after  pointing  out  that  there  was  no  longer  any  distinction  between 
a  legal  and  equitable  debt,  said,  "The  debt  need  not  be  due,  as  the 
words  of  Order  XLV.  rule  2  are  '  debts  owing  or  accruing.' " 

In  Naslh  V.  Pease,  47  L.  J.  Q.  1>.  766,  a  garnishee  order  was  allowed 
under  Order  XT.Y.  rule  2,  to  attach  a  portion  of  an  annuity  to 
which  the  judgment  debtor  was  entitled  under  a  will,  of  which  the 
garnishees  were  the  trustees.  Seton  on  Decrees  (vol.  i.,  p.  1312 
4th  ed.)  gives  the  forms,  in  wliich  the  late  Master  of  the  Holls 
made  at  chambers  an  order  nisi  and  absolute,  for  attaching  money 
which  might  thereafter  come  to  the  hands  of  trustees  in  respect  of 
the  judgment  debtor's  share  of  an  income  under  a  will. 

[Fry,  L.  J.  The  difficulty  here  is  that  the  plaintiff  asks  for  an 
order  to  attacli  when  there  is  nothing  due  and  may  never  be  due 
from  these  trustees  to  the  judgment  debtor.] 

It  is  not  an  order  to  pay,  and  if  no  money  comes  into  the  hands 
of  the  trustees  for  the  judgment  debtor  the  order  will  have  no 
operation.  In  Tapp  v.  Jones,  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  591,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  127, 
it  was  held  that  an  order  might  be  made  under  s.  61  of  the  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  not  only  attaching  an  accruing  debt 
in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee,  but  also  for  payment  of  the  accruing 
debt  when  it  should  become  payable  by  the  garnishee.  That  case 
was  approved  of  by  Hall,  V.  C,  in  In  re  Coiran's  Estate,  14  Ch.  D. 
€38,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  402,  which  is  directly  in  point,  and  there  the 
Vice-Chancellor  said  that  the  order  for  attachment  under  Order 
XLV.  rule  2  was  not  confined  to  what  was  due  and  payable  at  the 
time  the  order  was  made,  but  extended  to  what  might  subsequently 
be  received  by  the  trustee,  who  in  that  case  was  a  receiver  ap- 
pointed in  an  administration  action.  In  Chapman  v. 
Biggs,  11  Q.  B.  D.  27,  an  order  had  been  made  by  a  *  mas-  [*  521] 
ter  to  attach  moneys  in  the  liands  of  trustees  which  formed 
part  of  the  income  of  trust  funds  payable  to  a  married  woman,  and 
though  that  order  was  set  aside  on  appeal,  it  was  solely  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  in  contravention  of  a  clause  in  the  will  creating 
the  trust  which  restrained  anticipation.  Here  a  judgment  debtor 
could  sue  the  trustees  for  the  annuity  if  it  was  improperly  with- 


688  EXECUTION. 


No.  8.  —  Webb  v.  Stenton,  11  Q.  B.  D.  521,  522. 


held :    Wilson  v.  Rhodes,  8  Ch.  D.  777,  and  that  is  a  test  that  the 
garnishee  order  ouglit  properly  to  be  made. 

A.  Charles,  Q.  C,  and  V.  Smith,  for  the  defendants.  There  was 
nothing  dne  to  the  judgment  debtor  from  the  trustees  at  the  time 
this  order  was  obtained ;  in  fact  he  was  overpaid,  having  got  an 
advance.  The  attempt  by  the  plaintift'  in  this  case  is  to  attach 
future  moneys  which  have  not  yet  come,  but  which  may  or  may 
not  come,  into  the  hands  of  the  trustees  applicable  to  the  trust  in 
favour  of  the  judgment  debtor.  Such  future  moneys  are  not  at- 
tachable ;  they  are  not  debts  within  the  meaning  of  Order  XLV. 
rule  2. 

[Brett,  M.  E.  What  do  you  say  is  the  meaning  of  "  debts 
owing  or  accruing  ? "] 

The  same  expression,  "debt  owing  or  accruing,"  occurs  in  s.  61 
of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854 ;  and  in  Jouch  v.  TJwm]}- 
son,  E.  B.  &  E.  63;  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  234,  Wightman,  J.,  and  Ckomp- 
TON,  J.,  were  of  opinion  that  it  only  applied  to  dcbituia  in  'prwsenti, 
sokcndum  in  futuro.  There  must  therefore  be  an  actual  debt 
existing  at  the  time  the  order  for  attachment  is  made,  though  it 
need  not  be  then  payable.  Lord  Blackburn,  then  Blackburn,  J., 
in  Tap2^  v.  Jones,  L.  E.,  10  Q.  B.  591,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  127,  does  not 
mean  to  differ  from  what  was  so  stated  in  Jones  v.  Tlionipson,  and 
when  he  says  that  he  sees  no  reason  why  the  sections  and  rules 
under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  for  enforcing  the  claim 
asainst  the  garnishee  "  should  not  be  made  to  take  effect  when  the 
debt  becomes  due,"  he  means  when  it  becomes  payable.  The 
opinions  of  Wightman,  J.,  and  Ckompton,  J.,  as  to  "debt  owing  or 
accruing,"  in  Jones  v.  Thompson,  were  expressly  approved  of  and 
adopted  by  the  Queen's  Bench  Division  in  Hull  v.  Pritehett,  3  Q. 
B.  T).  215,  47  L.  J.  Q.  ]].  15,  where  it  was  held  that  salary 
[*  522]  whicli  was  *  then  not  payable  could  not  be  attached  under 
Order  XXIV.  rule  4  of  tlie  County  Court  Pules,  1875,  be- 
cause it  was  not  "  a  debt  due,  owing,  or  accruing." 

Castle,  replied. 

TiRETT,  M.  P.  Tn  this  case  the  judgment  creditor  sought  to  at- 
ta(;h  certain  moneys  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees  of  the  judgment 
debtor,  alleged  to  be  debts,  or  accruing  debts,  from  the  trustees  to 
the  judgment  de1)tor. 

Now  tlie  relation  between  the  trustees  and  the  judgment  debtor 
was  this, —  the  judgment  debtor  was  entitled,  as  cestui  (luc  trust,  to • 
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a  share  of  the  j)i'oceeds  of  certain  pro])erty,  wliicli  would,  if  it  came 
at  all  into  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  come  half-yearly.  It  seems 
to  me  that  there  was  notiiing  else  which  could  be  called  a  debt, 
and  that  at  the  time  when  the  order  was  applied  for  there  was  no 
money,  the  proceeds  of  this  property,  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees. 
It  is  true  that  if  everything  went  on  well,  at  the  next  half-year 
there  would  come  into  the  hands  of  the  trustees  money  from  the 
proceeds  of  this  property,  and  a  share  of  that  would  be  payable 
from  the  trustees  to  the  judgment  debtor,  the  cestui  que  trust. 

The  question  is,  whether,  under  these  circumstances,  the  judg- 
ment creditor  can  obtain  the  garnishee  order  sought  for.  The 
Divisional  Court  refused  to  make  the  order  on  the  ground  that 
there  w^as  no  debt  due,  or  accruing  debt,  at  the  time  when  the 
order  was  applied  for,  wliich  could  be  attached  under  Order  XLV. 
rule  2  of  the  Judicature  Act,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision 
of  the  Divisional  Court  was  right. 

It  is  necessary  to  look  at  the  words  of  Order  XLV.  rule  2. 
(His  Lordship  here  read  that  rule.] 

It  seems  to  me  upon  the  plain  reading  of  rule  '1  of  <3rder  XLV. 
that  no  order  can  be  made  unless  some  person  at  the  time  the 
order  is  made  is  indebted  to  the  judgment  debtor.  If  there  be  a 
per-son  so  indebted,  then  the  order  will  be  that  all  deljts  owing  or 
accruing  from  such  person  to  the  judgment  debtor  shall  be  at- 
tached. If  there  is  a  debt  due  payable  in  prccsenti,  of  course  an 
order  may  be  made  to  attach  that  debt.  If  there  is  not 
a  debt  payable  in  prascnti,  but  there  is  a  debt  in  *  exist-  [*  523] 
ence,debiium  ^/t  |7/rc-st';t^?',  but  payable  in  futvro,  it  seems  to 
me  that  such  an  order  could  be  made  with  regard  to  that  debt,  al- 
though  it  be  the  only  debt  and  tliere  is  no  debt  payable  in  prcesenti, 
because  such  third  person  is  indebted  to  the  judgment  debtor,  and 
that  would  satisfy  the  words  of  the  rule. 

In  the  present  case  the  statement  of  the  special  case  shows  there 
is  no  debt  payable  in  prcesenti,  and  therefore  the  question  conies 
to  be  whether  that  which  is  sought  to  be  attached  is  an  accruing 
debt  within  Order  XLV.  rule  2,  and  that  casts  upon  us  the  duty 
of  saying  what  is  the  meaning  of  "  accruing  debt"  in  this  rule  2. 

Now  can  it  mean  any  debt  which  ma}^  at  any  future  time  arise 
between  the  judgment  debtor  and  the  person  sought  to  be  made  a 
garnishee,  there  being  no  contract  at  that  time  between  the  judg- 
ment debtor  and  such  person,  or  anything  which  can   make   any 
VOL.  XI.  —  44 
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relation  of  any  kind  legal  or  equitable  between  them  ?  To  state 
the  proposition  is  to  show  its  absurdity.  Then  can  it  be  this,  that 
it  may  be  a  debt  which  there  is  some  probability  may  in  future 
arise  ?  Who  can  say,  where  there  is  nothing  out  of  which  a  debt 
can  be  said  in  law  to  arise,  that  it  is  probable  that  a  debt  may 
arise,  as  for  instance  a  probability  that  the  parties  will  make  a 
contract.  If  it  is  not  a  debt  it  will  not  do.  It  must  be  something 
which  the  law  recognises  as  a  debt.  In  the  former  statute,  viz., 
the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  as  well  as  in  this  rule,  it 
is  called  an  accruing  debt,  and  in  1858,  in  the  case  of  Jones  v, 
Thompson,  E.  B.  &  E.  63,  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  234,  the  Judges  of  the  Queen's 
Bench  thus  construed  the  words,  "  a  debt  owing  or  accruing,"  in 
s.  61  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854  (17  &  18  Vict.  c. 
125),  Ckompton,  J.,  said:  "I  myself  at  chambers  have  always 
acted  on  the  supposition  that  the  garnishee  clauses  apply  only  to 
cases  in  which  there  is  an  existing  debt,  though  it  may  be  only 
accruing.  On  that  principle  I  have  refused  to  make  orders  attach- 
ing rent  before  it  became  due,  and  instalments  of  an  annuity 
not  yet  due,  because  they  were  not  yet  debts."  Wightman,  J., 
said :  "  Mr.  Prentice  relies  on  the  words  '  or  accruing,'  but  I  think 
that  these  words  are  intended  to  apply  to  those  cases  in  which 

tliere  is  dchitum  in  j^rcesenti,  solvenduni  in  futuro.     I  think 
[*  524]  that,  to  bring  *  the  case  within  the  statute,  there  must  be 

a  debt,  though  it  need  not  be  yet  due."  Again,  Crompton, 
J.,  there  said  :  "  There  must,  under  this  Act,  be  a  debt  as  much  as 
in  bankruptcy.  I  do  not  agree  that  the  use  of  the  word  '  accruing ' 
■  makes  a  distinction  on  this  point ;  there  must  be  a  debt,  though  it 
may  b^  not  yet  due.  I  have  always  acted  on  the  principle  that  it 
is  not  enough  to  show  that  it  is  very  probable  that  there  soon  will 
lie  a  debt,  but  that  it  must  be  shown  that  there  is  a  debt,  tliough 
it  need  not  be  yet  due."  I  cannot  conceive  anything  more  clear 
and  decisive  than  that,  and  if  we  are  to  construe  'accruing  debt' 
in  this  case  in  any  other  sense  than  that,  it  is  obvi(»us  that  we 
must  overrule  that  decision,  and  say  that  it  was  wrong. 

Then  in  tlie  case  of  Taiop  v.  Jones,  L.  R.,  10  Q.  B.  591,  44  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  127,  there  is  the  following  ojnnion  of  Blackburn,  J.,  now 
Lord  Black])urn,  on  this  61st  section  of  the  Common  Law  Proced- 
ure Act,  1854  :  "  It  is  evident  that  the  Legislature  had  in  view  both 
present  debts  and  future  debts,  debita  in  prccsenti,  solvenda  w 
fntiiro,  for  it  speaks  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  section   of  debts 
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owing  and  accruing."  There  again  it  is  obvious  that  in  1875  tliat 
learned  Judge  construed  the  words  '•  accruing  debt "  to  mean  a  debt 
debititm  in  prcesenti,  aolveiidiim  in  futaro.  Now  that  is  a  debt 
known  to  the  law  and  which  the  law  has  always  recognised.  The 
law  has  always  recognised  as  a  debt  two  kinds  of  debt,  a  debt  pay- 
able at  the  time,  and  a  debt  payable  in  the  future,  and  unless  the 
legislature  intended  to  invent  a  new  kind  of  debt  not  known  to 
the  law,  "accruing  debt"  can  only  be  what  the  Judges  have  so 
.stated.  It  is  impossible  to  conceive  that  the  Common  Law  Proced- 
ure Act,  1854,  or  this  Order  XLY.,  rule  2,  which  follows  it,  and 
which  was  drawn  after  these  decisions  had  been  given,  intended  to 
invent  a  new  kind  of  debt,  but  on  the  contrary  it  is  clear  to  my 
mind  that  the  Judges  who  drew  this  rule  '2,  and  the  Parliament 
which  afterwards  sanctioned  it,  intended  to  put  the  same  meaning 
oil  the  words  "debts  owing  or  accruing"  as  was  put  on  them  by 
tlie  Judges  in  the  well-known  decisions  upon  s.  61  of  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1854.  Therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
meaning  of  "  accruing  debt  "  in  Order  XLY.,  rule  2,  is  dehitam 
in  prcesenti,  solvendum  in  fnturo,  that  it  goes  no  further, 
and  that  it  does  not  *  comprise  anything  which  may  be  a  [*  525] 
debt  however  probable  and  however  soon  it  may  be  a  debt. 
That  is  the  construction  which  I  put  upon  this  rule. 

Then  comes  the  question  whether  there  are  any  cases  which  are 
in  contradiction  to  tliat. 

Now  there  is  the  case  of  In  Re  Coivans  Estate,  14  Ch.  I).  638, 
49  L.  J.  Ch.  402,  before  Hall,  Y.  C.  I  am  not  at  all  inclined  to 
say  that  the  order  in  that  case  was  not  a  right  order,  because  it 
seems  to  me  that  there  was  a  debt  then  due,  and  it  is  immaterial 
whether  the  debt  was  a  legal  or  equitable  one.  If  there  was  an 
<?xisting  debt  the  order  to  attach  was  good,  and  it  would  not  be 
void  because  it  went  on  to  attach  an  accruing  debt  which  did  not 
exist  and  which  it  could  not  attach.  But  though  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  say  that  that  order  was  not  good,  yet  I  cannot  help  see- 
ing, as  far  as  I  can  understand  the  case,  that  the  learned  Judge 
considered  that  something  might  be  an  accruing  debt  within  Order 
XLY.,  rule  2,  which  was  neither  a  legal  or  equitable  debt  at  the 
time,  not  dehitrim  in  j)rcesenti  and  if  he  did,  then  to  that  extent  I 
am  not  able  to  agree  with  him. 

We  then  had  pointed  out  to  us  the  form  of  an  order  in  Seton 
Avhich  is  stated  to  have  had  the  concurrence  of  the  late  Master  of 
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THE  Rolls.  There  are  two  forms,  it  appears,  and  I  will  leave  what 
observations  are  to  be  made  on  them  to  my  learned  brethren  here, 
v/ho  are  more  conversant  with  that  subject  than  I  am  ;  but  I  do 
not  see  that  it  can  be  said  that  we  differ  in  what  we  now  decide 
from  any  decision  of  the  late  Master  of  the  Rolls  if  he  did  agree 
with  those  forms,  or  with  either  of  them. 

Therefore,  for  the  reasons  I  have  given,  I  put  the  interpretation 
I  have  mentioned  on  "  accruing  debt "  in  this  rule  2,  and  then  the 
only  question  is  whether  that  which  is  attempted  to  be  attached 
here  is  an  accruing  debt  according  to  such  interpretation.  It  is 
obvious  it  is  not.  There  is  a  sum  of  money  which  is  to  be  payable 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  property  when  it  comes  to  the  hands  of  the 
trustees.  Xobody  can  say  that  until  then  it  is  in  any  legal  or 
equitable  sense  a  del^t  which  is  dchitum  in  pj^cesenti.  The  money 
may  never  come  to  these  trustees  without  any  fault  of  their  own, 
for  they  may  die  or  cease  to  be  trustees  before  anything 
[*  526]  can  become  due.  Therefore  there  are  contingencies  *upon 
which  no  debt  may  ever  arise,  and  all  that  can  be  said  of 
it  is,  that  it  is  probable  that  at  the  end  of  half-a-year  money  will 
come  into  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  but  until  it  does  come  into 
their  hands,  there  is  no  debt  existing  between  them  and  their 
cestui  que  trust.  There  may  probably  be  other  remedies  by  which 
the  creditor  of  the  judgment  debtor  can  get  relief,  but  in  my 
opinion  he  cannot,  in  the  case  now  before  us,  get  relief  under 
Order  XLV.,  rule  2. 

Therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Divisional 
Court  was  right,  and  that  this  appeal  must  be  dismissed. 

LiNDLEY,  L.  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question  is  one 
of  very  considerable  importance,  especially  as  our  decision  is  likely, 
we  are  told,  to  disturb  the  practice,  in  chambers  at  least,  of  the 
Chancery  Division,  if  not  of  the  Common  Law  Division. 

The  ([uestion  turns  upon  the  true  construction  of  Order  XLV., 
iiili^  2,  tlie  language  of  which  is  substantially  tlic  same  as  that  of 
the  corresponding  section  in  the  (^ommon  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1854,  relating  to  the  attachment  of  (lel)ts. 

[The  Lord  Jistice  here  read  rule  2  of  Order  XLV.] 

The  im])orlant  point  is  that  tlie  affidavit  must  sliow  that  the 
third  yjcrson,  calhul  the  garnishee,  is  indebted  to  the  judgment 
debtor,  and  that  tlie  subject-matter  to  be  iattached  is  a  debt  "owing 
or  accruing  "  from  tlie  garnishee. 
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Now,  I  quite  agree  that  the  word  "debt"  in  this  order  includes 
not  only  what  was  a  common  law  debt  before  the  passing  of  the 
Judicature  Act,  but  also  what  was  a  mere  equitable  debt,  that  is 
to  say  a  liquidated  sum  of  money  owing  in  eiiuity  from  one  person 
to  another.  I  do  not  doubt  that  the  power  of  attachment  is 
extended  to  eiiuitable  debts.  But  is  a  trustee  a  debtor  to  his 
cestui  que  trust  ?  You  cannot  say  he  is  unless  he  has  got  in  his 
hands  money  which  it  is  his  duty  to  hand  over  to  the  cestid  que 
trust ;  then  of  course  he  is  a  del)tor  and  there  is  no  difficulty  in 
attaching  such  a  debt  under  this  Order.  lUit  take  the  case  of  a 
trustee  of  consols  for  me  for  my  life.  Is  he  in  any  proper  sense  my 
debtor  so  long  as  he  has  no  dividends  which  are  payable  to  me  ? 
Clearly  not ;  he  individually  may  never  receive  those  dividends ; 
there  may  be  a  change  of  trustees  before  the  ne.\t  dividend 
day.  *  You  cannot  possibly  say  that  a  trustee  is  a  debtor  [*  527] 
to  the  cestui  que  trust  before  he  has,  or  but  for  some  fault 
of  his  might  have  had.  the  money  which  it  is  his  duty  to  hand 
over.  Suppose  my  trustee  were  to  become  bankrupt,  I  could  not 
prove  against  his  estate  for  unreceived  dividends  accruing  to  me 
as  his  cestui  que  trust.  If  he  has  made  away  with  my  money  it 
is  another  matter.  So,  if  he  has  made  himself  my  debtor,  I  can 
prove  my  debt;  but  as  long  as  the  trust  fund  remains  intact, 
neither  the  fund  nor  the  right  to  receive  the  income  of  it  passes  to 
his  trustees  in  bankru}itcy. 

Those  matters  I  thought  it  necessary  to  observe  u})on,  Viecause 
they  strike  at  the  root  of  the  whole  question. 

Now,  let  us  consider  the  language  of  Order  XLV.,  rule  '1.  T 
should  say,  apart  from  any  authority,  that  a  debt  legal  or  equit- 
able can  be  attached  whether  it  be  a  debt  owing  or  accruing  ;  but 
it  must  be  a  debt,  and  a  debt  is  a  sum  of  money  which  is  now 
payable  or  will  become  payable  in  the  future  by  reason  of  a 
present  ohXig^iiiow,  dchitu in  iu  pr(csenti,so!renit/i/it  in  futvra.  An 
accruing  debt,  therefore,  is  a  debt  not  yet  actually  payable,  but  a 
debt  which  is  represented  by  an  existing  obligation.  That  appears 
to  me  to  be  the  view  taken  by  the  judges  in  the  cases  under  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  to  which  the  M.\stkr  of  the 
Rolls  has  referred,  and  I  will  not  allude  to  it  further. 

I  w^ill  pass  on  to  the  decision  of  Vice-Chancellor  Hall  in  In  re 
Cowans'  Estate,  14  Ch.  D.  638,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  402,  which  I  cannot 
read  without  seeing   that  under  Order  XLV.,  rule  2,  he  was  dis- 
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posed  to  attach  money  coming   to   the   cestui  que   trust   from  his 

trustee.     The  primary  point  in  that  case  which  he  had  to  decide 

was  whether  money  payable  by  a  receiver,  or  by  anybody  in  that 

position,  was  a  debt  attachable.     He  decided  that  it  was,  and  to 

that  extent  his  decision  1  think  was  right.     But   then   the  ViCE- 

Chancellou    certainly   considered    the    question    whether   under 

•Order  XLV.,  rule  2,  there  was  power  to  attach  moneys  to  become 

due  from  a  receiver  to  the  judgment  debtor,  and  he   came   to  the 

conclusion  that  there  was,  and  he  seemed  to  assume  that  an  order 

could  be  made  to  attach  moneys  payable  to  the  cestui  que  trust  in 

the  future  as  distinguished  from  moneys  actually  in  the 

[*  528]  hands  of  the  *  trustee.     To  that  extent,  in  my  opinion,  his 

decision  cannot  be  supported. 

Now,  we  have  been  also  referred  to  the  forms  in  1  Seton  (4th 
ed.),  page  31 2.  The  first  form  is  the  garnishee  order  nisi.  [The  Lord 
Justice  here  read  the  order.]  In  point  of  form  that  order  seems 
unobjectionable.  It  is  in  form  "  all  debts  due  and  owing  or 
accruing  due."  If  there  were  none,  of  course  the  order  would  be 
inoperative.  But  when  we  look  at  the  order  absolute  we  find 
a  complete  departure  from  the  form  of  tlie  order  nisi.  The  order 
absolute  run's  thus :  "  It  is  ordered  that  the  defendant  C.  A.,  and 
the  said  S.  the  garnishee,  do  pay  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  now 
in  or  hereafter  to  come  to  their  hands  as  trustees  of  the  will." 
Whether  its  intention  was  to  extend  the  power  to  attach  I  do  not 
know,  for  I  do  not  know  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was 
made ;  but  as  a  matter  of  form,  the  order  nisi  is  right,  and  the 
order  absolute  wrong. 

The  result  seems  to  me  to  be  tliis  :  you  may  attach  all  debts, 
whether  equital lie  or  legal  ;  but  only  debts  can  be  attached;  and 
moneys  whicli  may  or  may  not  become  payable  from  a  trustee 
to  his  cestui  que  trust  are  not  debts. 

Therefore  I  am  of  o])inion  that  the  decision  of  the  Divisional 
Court  was  right,  and  this  a])])('al  must  be  dismissed. 

Fry,  L  J.  I  agree  in  the  conclusion  which  lias  1)een  arrived  at 
by  the  other  members  of  tlie  (/ourt. 

The  rule  which  we  have  to  (construe  is  rule  2  of  ()i(l('r  XLV., 
and  the  material  words  are  these:  "The  Court  or  a  Judge  may," 
"  u])on  aflfidavit"  "that  any  other  person  is  indebted  to  the  judg- 
ment (lcl)tor  and  is  within  the  jurisdiction,  order  that  all  debts 
owing  or  accruing  From  sucli  third  ])erson  (hereinaftcn-  called  the 
garnishee)  to  the  judgment  debtor  shall  be  attached." 
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In  my  opinion  tlie  defendants'  counsel  is  right  in  contending 
that  the  words  there,  "  is  indebted,"  and  the  words  "  debts  owing 
or  accruing  "  refer  to  the  same  subject-matter.  It  appears  to  me 
to  be  plain  that  to  satisfy  either  of  those  two  expressions  there 
must  be  an  actual  present  debt.  I  think  further  that  the  debt 
may  be  either  equitable  or  legal.  No  doubt,  under  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  it  has  been  held  that  the  debt 
referred  *  to  must  be  a  legal  debt,  because  that  statute  [*  529] 
was  dealing  only  with  the  Courts  of  Common  Law.  Jjut 
when  the  word  "  debt "  is  used  in  the  Judicature  Acts  or  Orders, 
which  deal  with  a  new  Court  wliieh  has  the  jurisdiction  of  both 
the  Courts  of  Common  Law  and  Equity,  a  meaning  must  be  given 
to  the  word  "debt"  which  is  co-extensive  with  such  jurisdiction. 
I  have  further  no  doubt  that  the  word  "indebted"  describes  the 
condition  of  a  person  when  there  is  a  present  debt,  whether  it  be 
payable  in  2Jr(ese/iti  or  in  fiituro,  and  I  think  that  the  words  "  all 
debts  owing  or  accruing  "  mean  the  same  thing.  They  describe  all 
dchita  ill  j^^'^^soiti,  whether  solvenda  in  fiituro,  or  soh-enda  in 
prcesenti.  The  material  question  which  has  been  argued  before 
us  is  this:  does  the  meaning  go  further,  and  does  it  include  debts 
which  may  hereafter  arise  ?  If  they  may  hereafter  arise,  it  is 
possible  also  they  may  not  hereafter  arise,  and  it  would  require 
explicit  words  to  include  such  future  possible  debts.  Such  a 
meaning  appears  to  me  to  be  excluded  not  merely  by  this  rule  2, 
but  by  rule  3,  which  is  this :  "  Service  of  an  order  that  debts  due 
or  accruing  to  the  judgment  debtor  shall  be  attached,  or  notice 
thereof  to  the  garnishee  in  such  manner  as  the  Court  or  judge 
shall  direct,  shall  bind  such  debts  in  his  hands."  Xow,  it  is 
impossible  to  say  that  a  debt  is  in  the  garnishee's  hands  when 
the  debt  does  not  exist.  The  4th  rule  would  e([ually  load  me  to 
the  same  conclusion.  It  says-  execution  may  be  ordered  if  the 
garnishee  "  does  not  dispute  the  debt  due  or  claimed  to  be  due 
from  him  to  the  judgment  debtor."  But  to  say  that  a  man  can 
be  called  upon  to  dispute  a  debt  which  it  is  admitted  does  not 
exist,  appears  to  me  to  be  very  absurd,  and  yet  that  would  be  the 
effect  of  rule  4,  if  the  words  "  debts  accruing  "  in  rule  2,  included 
a  debt  which  did  not  exist.  The  two  decisions  of  Jones  v.  Tliomp- 
son,  E.  B.  &  E.  63  ;  27  L.  J.  Q.  B.  234,  and  Tapp  v.  Jones,  L.  E.,  10 
Q.  B.  591,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  127,  are  not  at  unison  with  the  language 
(if  A'^ice-Chancellor  Hall,  in  In  re  Cowans'  Estate,  14  Ch.  D.  638, 
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at  p.  643,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  402,  where  he  says :  "  I  consider  therefore 
that  the  words  of  rule  2,  Order  XLY.,  '  debts  owing  or  accruing,' 
though  they  have  been  limited  in  construction  by  some  authorities, 
ought  not  to  be  restricted  so  as  to  exclude  such  a  fund  as 
[*  5;30]  this  —  that  is,  *  income  ascertained  to  be  the  debtor's 
}»roperty  during  the  whole  of  her  life.  To  say  that  it 
should  not  be  attached  would  be  to  leave  her  at  liberty  to  deal 
with  the  future  income  by  selling  it,  or  mortgaging  it.  I  cannot 
hold  that  such  a  construction  of  the  rules  would  be  the  risht  one  ; 
on  the  contrary,  I  hold  that  the  order  nisi,  which  has  been  ob- 
tained rightly,  extended  not  only  to  the  moneys  actually  in  the 
hands  of  the  receiver,  if  there  were  any  at  the  time  when  it  was 
made,  but  to  future  payments  as  well."  For  the  reasons  I  have 
already  given,  I  cannot  agree  with  what  the  Vice-Chancellor 
there  held,  and  I  adopt  the  construction  put  on  the  words  "  owing, 
or  accruing"  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the  two  cases 
referred  to. 

With  regard  to  the  forms  of  order  in  Seton,  to  which  we  were 
referred,  I  may  observe  that  though  they  are  of  great  importance 
as  guides,  they  were  made  only  at  chambers,  and  have  never 
undergone  discussion  in  Court,  and  are  therefore  of  much  less 
force,  notwithstanding  they  may  have  been  made  by  so  eminent  a 
Judge  as  the  late  ^I aster  of  the  Eolls. 

The  only  inquiry  now  is  whether  in  the  present  case  it  has 
been  shown  that  what  is  sought  to  be  attached  is  a  present  debt, 
payable  now  or  in  the  future.  There  is  clearly  no  debt  payable 
at  the  present  time.  Is  thei-e  any  debt  payable  in  fuluro  ?  A 
trustee  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  an  equitable  debtor  to  the  cestui 
que  trust  until  there  is  money  in  liis  liands  which  he  ought  to 
})ay  to  liis  re.Htui  (juc  trust,  or  until  be  luis  made  liimsidf  })er- 
sonally  liable  to  ])ay  money  to  liis  cestui  que  trust  by  reason  of 
some  breach  of  trust  or  default  in  the  ]jerformance  of  his  duties 
as  trustee.  Xow  in  \\n\  s])ecial  case  there  is  no  suggestion  of  there 
lieing  any  money  in  the  hands  (»f  the  trustees  divisible  among  the 
cestui  (jii.e  trust.  On  the  contrary,  the  facts  stated  with  regard  to 
the  income  of  £85,  a  year,  the  times  of  payment,  and  the  advan(,'e 
already  made,  show  that  the  cestui  que  trust,  tho.  judgment  debtor, 
was  over  paid  and  not  under  paid  at  the  date  of  the  order. 

Tlierefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  tlie  decision  of  the  Divisional 
Couit  was  peiTectly  corr(u:t,  and  that  the  ai)peal  must  be  dismissed. 
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T  will  make  one  more  observation  only.     It  appears  to  me  that 

in  aii'iviny  at   this  cuiiclusioii  we  an'  not  laying-  dnwn  any 

rule  *  which  will  produce  a  defect  in  the  administration  of  [*  531] 

justice.     I  think   the   power  of  the  judgment  creditor  to 

obtain  a  receiver  under  the  ])ractice  of  the  Chancery   Division  is 

adequate  to  meet  all  that  may  be  required,  and  will  prevent  any 

denial  of  justice. 

LiXDLEY,  L.  J.      T  quite   concur  in  the  last  observation   Lord 
Justice  Fry  has  made.  Appeal  dismissed. 

ENGLISH   NOTES. 

The  rule  of  Court  refeiTcd  to  iu  tlie  judgnunits  of  tlie  latter  principal 
case  (Webb  v.  Stenton)  is  here  reproduoed.  ''The  Court  or  Judge 
may,  upon  the  ex  parte  a[)plication  of  any  person  wlio  lias  obtained  a 
judgment  or  order  for  the  recovery  or  payment  of  niouey.  eitlier  before 
<jr  after  any  oral  examination  of  tlie  debtor  liable  under  such  judgment 
or  order,  and  iqion  affidavit  Ly  himself,  or  liis  s<dicitor,  stating  that 
judgment  has  l)een  i-ecovered,  or  the  order  made,  and  tliat  it  is  still 
unsatisfied,  and  to  what  amount,  and  that  any  other  person  is  indebted 
to  such  debtor,  and  is  \vitliin  the  jurisdiction,  order  that  all  debts 
owing  or  accruing  from  such  tliird  j)erson  (hereinafter  called  the  gar- 
nishee) to  such  debtor  shall  be  attached  to  answer  the  judgment  or 
order;  and  by  the  same  or  any  subsequent  <n-der  it  may  be  ordered 
that  tlie  garnishee  shall  appear  before  the  Court  or  a  Judge,  or  an 
officer  of  the  Court,  as  such  Court  or  Judge  shall  ajipoint,  to  show 
cause  why  he  should  not  ])ay  to  the  person  who  has  obtained  such 
judgment  or  order  the  debt  due  from  him  to  such  debtor,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  may  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  judgment  or  order." 

By  the  Judicature  Act,  bS7;5  (3G  &  37  Vict.  c.  66),  s.  2.5,  subs.  6.  the 
legal  right  to  a  debt  or  a  chose  in  action  may  now  be  transferred  by 
writing  under  hand,  and  the  legal  remedies  vest  in  the  assignee.  This 
section  has  been  held  to  apply  to  the  transferee  of  a  judgment  debt, 
and  to  entitle  him  to  obtain  a  garnishee  order:  (loodmon  v.  Robinson 
(1886),  18  Q.  B.  D.  332,  56  L.  J.  Q.  B.  392,  Tuy  L.  T  811,  35  W.  R. 
274.  There  are  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  section  assignments 
••purporting  to  be  by  way  of  charge."  There  are  conflicting  authori- 
ties as  to  the  meaning  of  the  exception,  but  the  weight  of  authority 
seems  to  be  in  favt)ur  of  holding  that  a  UKn-tgage  in  the  ordinary  form, 
by  way  of  absolute  conveyance,  with  a  proviso  for  redemption  and 
reconveyance,  is  not  an  assignment  purporting  to  be  by  way  of  charge: 
Tanered  v.  Delarjoa  Bay  EaUianj  Co.  (1889),  23  Q.  B.  D.  239,  r^,?,  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  459,  61  L.  T.  229,  38  W.  R.  15.     An  executor  of  a  judgment 
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creditor    must    revive   the    judgment:     Baynard   v.  Simmons   (1855), 
5  Ell.  &  Bl.  59,  24  L.  J.  Q.  B.  253,  1  Jur.  (N.  S.)  657. 

Until  the  rules  of  1883,  the  applicant  must  have  been  entitled  to  a 
common-law  judgment,  and  an  order  declared  by  statute  to  have  ''the 
force  and  effect  of  a  judgment  "  was  not  a  sufficient  foundation  upon 
which  to  ground  an  application  lor  a  garnishee  order:  Best  y.  Pem- 
broke (1873^,  L.  K.,  8  Q.  B.  3G3,  42  L.  J.  Q.  B.  412,  29  L.  T.  327,  21 
W,  II.  919.  An  order  for  costs  on  dismissing  an  action  for  want  of 
prosecution  was  also  outside  the  provision:  Creviett't  \.  Cro ni  (IH79), 
4  Q.  B.  I).  225,  48  L.  J.  Q.  B.  337,  27  W.  K.  411.  A  judgment  or 
order  directing  the  payment  of  money  into  Court  is  outside  the  scoi)e 
of  the  present  rule:  Re  Greer,  Najqier  v.  Fanshfiwe  (1895),  1895, 
2Cli.  217,  64  L.  J.  Ch.  620,  72  L.  T.  865,  43  W.  R.  547. 

The  change  in  the  practice  of  the  Court  in  directing  judgment  to  be 
♦Mitered  at  the    hearing  has   enlarged  the    scope  of    garnishee  orders: 
IMf/>i/  V.  Iloih/son  (C.  A.  1889),  24  Q.  B.  D.  103.  59  L.  J.  Q.  B.  46,  62 
L.  T.  145,  38  W.  li.  68.     This  alteration  has  limited  the  direct  appli- 
cation of  the  first  principal  case,  but  has  not  affected  the  })rincipU's 
upon  which  it  rests.     Money  in  Court,  or  under  the  control  of  an  officer 
of  the  Court,  is  not,  in  general,  liable  to  be  attached.    Thus  in  Stevens 
V.  Phelips  (1875),  L.  R.,  10  Ch.  417,  44  L.  J.  Ch.  689,  23  W.  B.  71C), 
it  was  held  that  a  garnishee  order  made    against  executors    will  not 
affect   money  paid  into  Court  by  them  in  an  administration   suit,  and 
carried  to  a  separate    account  to    meet  a    debt  due    to  the    jiulgment 
debtor;  and  in   Ilen-ut  v.  Davenport    (1873),  21  W.   11.  78,  the  Court 
refused  to  attach  [)art  oi  the  estate  lodged  in  the  bank  of  the  judgment 
creditor,  in   order  to  satisf}-  a  debt  due  to  him  on  a  judgment  tie  bonis 
testatorls.     So  the  Court  has  refused  to  attach  a  dividend  in  a  banl\-ru))t 
estate:  Re  Hunter  (1872),  L.  R.,  8  C.  V.  24,  42  L.  ,T.  C.  P.  55,  27  I.. 
T.  827,  21  W.  R.  263:  Front  v.  Grenorn  (1890),  24  Q.  B.  1).  281,  59 
B.  d.  Q.  B.  118,  61  L.  T.  696,  38  W.  R.  204.     So   money  ])ai(l   into  a 
County  Coui-t  c;uiiiot  be  attached:  Dolphin  v.   Layton  (1879),  4  C.  1'. 
1).  130,  48   L.  J.  C.  P.  426,  27  W.  R.  78(;.     In    He    Cotvans'  Estate, 
criticised    in    tlm    second    princij)a,l   case.     Ham,,    V.    C,    had    ordered 
moneys  in  the  hands  ot",  and  coming  to,  a  receiver  to  be  attached.      In 
Ex  parte  Turner  (ISCO),  2  l)e  C.   i'\  \-  J.  354,  30  L.  J.  Ch.  92,  i\  dur. 
(N.  S.)  1  172.  calls,  in  th(!  hands  of  an  official  manager  of  a  company  in 
liquidation,  were  attached  to  answer  a  (hsbt  due  from  the  person  to  pay 
whom  the  call    had  been  made.     In    Maeh   v.     Ward,  W.  N.  (1884), 
]».  16,  Matiikw,  .r.,  refused  to  attach  money  in  the  hands  of  a  liquidator 
in  a  voluntary  wiiuling  up.      The  distinction  drawn  between  the   two 
cases    is    that    in    Ex  parte   Turner  the   application    was    made  in  the 
matter   of  the   <!ompany.  and   in  Mack  v.    Ward  the  liquitlator  was  the 
])ersoii  against  whom  the  garnishee  proceedings  were  commenccid. 
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Moneys  due  to  the  judgment  debtor  aud  another  jointly  cannot  ,be 
attached  by  garnishee  process.  Macdonald  v.  Tucqnah,  &c.  Co.  (C.  A. 
1884),  13  Q.  15.  D.  535,  53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  370,  51  L.  T.  210,  32  W.  R. 
760.  But  a  judgment  joint  in  form  may  be  several  in  eftect,  and  in 
that  case  the  interest  of  the  judgment  debtor  may  be  attached. 
Beasley  v.  Roney  (1891),  ISUI,  1  (,).  B.  509,  00  L.  J.  Q.  B.  408,  05 
L.  T.  153,  39  W.  R.  415. 

In  Nash  v.  Fease  (187S),  47  L.  J.  Q.  B.  700.  trustees  were  directed 
to  pay  an  annuity  to  the  widow  of  the  testator  fur  the  maintenance, 
education,  and  support  of  herself  and  child.  This  annuity  was  attached 
in  the  hands  of  the  trustees,  subject  to  an  inquiry  as  to  the  proportion 
to  be  allowed  for  the  maintenance  of  the  child.  This  case  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  expressly  qiu'stioned,  but,  so  far  as  the  order  ex- 
tended to  future  instalments,  it  seems  in  conflict  with  Webb  v.  Stenton, 
the  second  prin('i[)al  case,  and  liootU  v.  Trail  (1883),  12  Q.  B.  D.  8, 
49  L.  T.  471.  32  AV.  K.  122.  In  Dinghy  v.  R,>blnson  (1856).  2  Jur. 
(X.  S.)  1145,  dividends  in  the  hands  of  the  Commissioners  for  reducing 
the  National  Debt,  for  tin-  purpose  of  satisfying  a  savings  bank  an- 
nuity, were  held  not  attachable. 

It  will  be  recollected  that  the  emoluments  attaching  to  a  public 
office,  or  to  whicli  a  {)ul)lic  officer  is  entitled  during  the  suspension  of 
active  duties,  are  not  assignable.  I'xirwlch  v.  Efad  (1791).  1  H.  Bl. 
627,  2  R.  R.  80S;  Flarfy  v.  Odium  (1790),  3  T.  U.  081.  1  R.  R.  791. 
This  has  been  rested  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  but  the  view  that  no 
contractual  relation  exists  between  a  public  officer  and  the  government 
would  seem  to  be  the  true  foundatiiju  of  the  rule.  See  Xos.  8  &  9  of 
*'  Crown,"'  8  R.  C.  233,  and  the  case  of  Rerj.  v.  Secretary  of  State  for 
War  cited  in  the  Xotes.  A  judgment  creditor  cannot  attach  the  pay 
of  an  officer  holding  an  appointment  direct  from  the  Crown:  Apthorpe, 
V.  Apthorpe  (C.  A.  1887),  12  IM).  192,  57  L.  T.  518,  35  W.  R.  728; 
or  from  the  government  of  a  dependency  e^cercising  delegated  authori- 
ties from  the  Crown:  In  lies  v.  East  India  Co.  (1856),  17  C.  B.  351. 
25  L.  J.  C.  P.  154,  2  Jur.  (X.  8.)  189.  This  class  of  cases  is  limited 
to  the  category  above  mentioned.  BootJt  v.  Tmll,  sapra.  In  that  case 
it  was  held  that  an  arrear  of  a  pension  payable  by  statute  to  a  retired 
police  officer  might  be  attached,  but  that  future  instalments  could  not 
be  included  in  the  order.  The  case  is  also  an  authority  on  the  con- 
struction of  the  Wages  Attachnient  Abolition  Act,  1870  (33  &  34  Vict, 
c.  30).  This  statute  only  applies  to  inferior  courts  (per  Stephex,  J.), 
and  to  "wages  of  a  servant,  labourer  or  workman."  Pensions,  allow- 
ances, and  gratuities  payable  to  police  officers  are  now^  not  assignable 
(except  in  favour  of  wife  or  family),  and  do  not  pass  to  a  trustee  in 
bankruptcy:  Police  Act,  1890  (53  &  54  Vict.  c.  45),  ss.  7,  32;  but  the 
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City  of  London  Police  nre  not  witliin  the  Act:  ibid.  s.  39.  The  salaiy 
of  a  .secretary  to  a  company  amounting  to  £200  a  year  may  be  attached 
notwithstanding  the  Wages  Attaclnnent  Abolition  Act,  1870:  Gordon 
V.  Jennbirjs  (1882),  9  Q.  B.  D.  45,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  417,  4C  L.  T.  534, 
30  AV.  R.  704.  Seaman's  wages  are  exempt  from  attachment:  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act,  1894  (57  &  58  Vict.  c.  60),  s.  103. 

Where  a  judgment  has  been  recovered  against  an  executor,  in  liis 
representative  capacity,  the  execution  creditor  may  attach  a  debt  due 
to  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  a  third  part}',  notwithstanding  a  decree 
for  administration:  Burton,  v.  Roberts  (1860),  6  H.  &  N.  93,  29  L.  J. 
Ex.  484.  And  a  court  of  equity  would  have  recognized  the  validity  of 
the  attacliment,  prior  to  the  Judicature  Acts :   Fowler  v.  Roberts  (1800), 

2  Giff.  226,  (5  Jur.  (X.  S.)  1189,  8  W.  R.  492.  A  legacy  cannot  be 
attached  in  the  hands  of  an  executor,  unless  there  is  such  an  account 
stated  as  would  sustain  an  action  o\\  the  footing  that  a  legal  debt  had 
been  constituted:  MeDoicall  v.  HoIUster  (1855),  3  Com.  L.  Rep.  933. 

3  W.  R.  522. 

Where  a  cheque  given  in  ]»ayment  of  a  del>t  has  been  stopjted,  the 
debt  is  revived,  and  may  be  attached:  Cohen  v.  //c'/c  (1878),  3  Q.  R. 
I).  371,  47  L.  J.  Q.  R.  496.  39  L.  T.  35,  26  AV.  R.  680.  But  the 
])erson  giving  the  cheque  is  not  bound  to  stop  a  checpie,  in  order  that  a^ 
creditor  may  reap  the  fruits  of  his  judgment:  El  well  v.  Jaekson  (C.  A. 
1885).  1  Times  L.  Rep.  454,  1  Cab.  &  El.  362. 

Nfitwithstanding  the  strict  language  of  the  Rule  of  Court,  it  has  been 
held  that  the  judgment  creditor,  or  other  deponent,  need  not  swear 
positively  to  the  existence  of  a  particular  debt,  but  may  swear  gen- 
erally that  he  believes  that  the  garnishee  is  indebted  to  the  judgment 
<lebtor  on  a  j)articular  account.  The  garnishee  must  then  depose,  not 
only  tliat  the  alleged  debt  does  not  exist,  but  that  he  is  not  indebted 
to  the  judgment  dcl)tor  on  any  other  account:  I'in/il  x.  De  Pass  (H. 
L.  1892),  1892.  A.  C.  90,  .61  L.  J.'  Q.  B.  507,  (iO  I..  T.  422.  The 
affidavit  in  support  of  the  application  may  be  grounded  on  information 
and  belief:  ibhl.  Where  the  judgment  creditor  was  a  limited  liability 
(•oni])any,  the  affidavit  of  an  assistant  manager  was  allowed,  on  his 
verifying  his  autliority  and  showing  that  the  facts  stated  were  within 
his  knowh'dge:   Anon.  (1887),  32  Sol.  J.  154. 

'l'li(!  order  nisi  <loes  jiot  bind  the  debt  in  any  way  until  it  is  served: 
Re  Stnnhnin;  tVv.  Co.  (C.  A.  1879),  11  Cli.  D.  IT.O.  4S  L.  d.  Cli.  409. 
-lO  L.  T.  204,  27  W.  II.  501;  ILnner  v.  (Tdes  (1S79).  11  (^li.  D.  942, 
48  L.  J.  Ch.  508.  41  L.  T.  270,  27  W.  \i.  834. 

In  h'ni/ers  v.  ir/n'/elr;/  (II.  R.  1S'.)2).  1892,  A.  C.  118,  61  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  512,  66  L.  '!\  303.  the  oi-der  was  "that  the  said  garnishee  pay  tlie 
<lebt  due  from  him  to  the  said   judicini'ut  crr'ditor  (jr  so  nuich  thereof  ;is 
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may  bo  suflicient  to  satisfy  the  judgment."  This  was  held  to  attach 
the  wliule  debt.  The  order  absolute  does  not  operate  as  a  tnin.sfer  <<i 
tlie  debt  from  tlie  garnishee  to  the  judgment  creditor:  7i'«  Coinhined, 
S:r.  Co.  (C.  A.  1889),  43  Ch.  D.  90,  59  L.  J.  Ch.  2C,  Gl  L.  T.  582,  38 
A^'.  K.  07. 

The  creditor  must  actually  receive  the  debt  in  order  to  retain  it  as 
against  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  of  the  debtor:  Jiuflrr  \.  Wecrlnrj 
(1885),  17  Q.  B.  D.  182.  Where  the  judgment  is  taken  by  consent,  the 
order  must  be  filed  within  twenty-one  days,  the  directions  in  section  27  of 
the  Debtors'  Act,  1869,  being  imperative:  Ex  parti'  Broicn,  Re  Smith 
(C.  A.  1888),  20  Q.  B.  D.  321,  57  L.  J.  Q.  B.  212,  3(j  W.  R.  403. 

Where  a  debt  is  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  garnishee,  it  cannot  be 
attached:  Ilutf  v.  S/iaw  (1887),  3  Times  L.  E.  354.  The  test  is 
uliether  the  garnishee  in  proceedings  by  the  judgment  debtor  could  set 
ott  the  amount  of  his  demand,  or  whether  he  would  be  driven  to  a  cross 
action  or  counter  claim  to  enforce  his  right:  Stiunnre  v.  Vamphdl 
((\  A.  1891),  1892,  1  Q.  B.  314,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B.  463,  66  L.  T.  218,  40 
A\',  K.  101.  The  right  to  a  lien  or  set  off  must  be  asserted  before  the 
order  is  made  absolute:  Sampson  v.  Seaton  Railway  Co.  (1874),  L. 
K.,  10  Q.  B.  28,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  31,  31  L.  T.  672,  23  W.  K.  212.  Where 
the  claim  of  a  lien  or  right  presents  points  of  difficulty,  the  proper 
course  is  to  have  the  money  brought  into  court,  and  adjust  the  rights 
of  the  parties  by  subsequent  inquiries :  Roberts  v.  Death  (C.  A.  1881), 
8  Q.  B.  D.  319,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  15,  46  L.  T.  246,  30  W.  E.  76. 
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CASES  IN  11  E.  R.  C. 


11  E.  R.  C.  1,  R.  V.  CARLILE,  2  Barn.  &  Ad.  362,  9  L.  J.  K.  B.    (0.  S.)    250. 

Rehearing  denied  in  2  Barn.  &  Ad.  971. 
Estoppel  by  judgment  or  judicial  record. 

Referred  to  as  leading  case  in  State,  Davis,  Prosecutor,  v.  Delaware,  41  N. 
J.  L.  55,  rejecting  evidence  that  verdict  was  not  received  by  the  judge  in  court. 

Cited  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Haine  v.  Smith,  1  Smith  (Ind.)  381,  holding  that  the 
records  of  a  probate  court  in  partition  proceedings  could  not  be  collaterally 
impeached  where  the  probate  court  had  jurisdiction;  Murrah  v.  State,  51  Miss. 
652,  holding  that  oral  testimony  is  not  admissible  to  impeach  a  recital  of 
trial  by  jury;  McCahill  v.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  26  N.  J.  Eq.  531,  holding 
that  jurisdictional  findings  in  judgment  of  a  superior  court  cannot  be  im- 
peached collaterally;  R.  v.  Sparrow,  12  N.  B.  113,  holding  that  where  a  recog- 
nizance is  obtained  by  fraud,  the  sureties,  while  it  is  of  record  cannot  deny  its 
validity;  Re  Sproule,  12  Can.  S.  C.  140,  holding  that  after  conviction  for  felony 
by  court  having  general  jurisdiction,  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  inappropriate 
remedy. 

Cited  in  notes  in  12  E.  R.  C.  135,  on  estoppel  by  family  arrangement;  12  E. 
R.  C.  494,  on  power  to  issue  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 

Distinguished  in  Com.  v.  Sweet,  4  Pa.  Dist.  R.  ]36,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  198. 
holding  a  statutory  proceeding  whereby  one  obtained  allowance  of  an  order  on 
the  county  for  money  was  not  conclusive  evidence  on  the  commonwealth  that 
the  order  is  free  from  fraud  or  criminal  false  pretense;  Law  v.  Law,  55  W. 
Va.  4,  46  S.  E.  697,  holding  that  the  principle  of  absolute  verity  of  a  record 
does  not  estop  one  from  showing  that  it  was  procured  by  fraud  not  discovered 
until  after  entry  of  record  and  adjournment  of  court. 
—  Errors  in  the  record. 

Cited  in  McComb  v.  Schoen,  4  Houst.  (Del.)  260,  holding  that  decree  pre- 
vails where  there  is  a  discrepancy  between  a  decree  in  partition  in  chancery 
and  the  title  papers;  Rhodes  v.  Bunts,  21  Wend.  19,  on  motion  to  amend  as 
proper  remedy  for  error  in  record;  Morin  v.  R.  18  Can.  S.  C.  407,  on  impro- 
priety of  assigning  errors  of  fact  in  contradiction  to  the  record. 

Distinguished  in  Loring  v.  Wittich,  16  Fla.  617,  holding  that  during  the  term 
the  record  is  amendable;  State  v.  Vest,  21  W.  Va.  796,  holding  that  the  fact 
that  an  interlineation  or  erasure  in  an  indictment  was  made  after  adjournment 
of  the  grand  jury  may  be  shown  by  parol  testimony. 

1083 


11  E.  R.  C.  1]  NOTES  ON  ENGLISH  RULING  CASES.  1084 

—  Tardy   rendition   or   entry. 

Cited  in  Quiiin  v.  Com.  20  Gratt.  138,  holding  that  parol  testimony  showing 
that  the  proceedings  had  not  been   read  in   court  or  record  signed  until  after 
adjournment,  is  not  admissible  to  impeach  the  record. 
Common  la^v  review  in  criminal  cases. 

Cited  in  Borrego  v.  Territory,  8  N.  M.  446,  46  Pac.  349,  holding  that  the 
organic  act  having  vested  supreme  and  district  courts  with  common  law  juris- 
diction a  review  of  a  judgment  in  a  criminal  case  by  writ  of  error  was  proper; 
Marinan  v.  Baker,  12  N.  M.  451,  78  Pac.  531,  holding  that  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment in  a  contempt  proceeding  will  not  lie  where  the  statute  confers  jurisdiction 
to  review  by  appeal  final  jvidgments,  "rendered  upon  any  indictment." 

11  E.  R.  C.  17,  SCOTT  v.  SHEARMAN,  2  W.  Bl.  977. 
Conclusiveness   of   decree   or   finding. 

Cited  in  Salem  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  98  Mass.  431,  96  Am.  Dec.  650,  holding  that 
in  paction  by  city  to  recover  money  expended  by  board  of  healtli  for  removing 
nuisance  created  by  defendant,  none  of  the  findings  of  such  board  before  in- 
curring such  expense  are  conclusive;  Vandenheuvel  v.  United  Ins.  Co.  2  Johns. 
Cas.  127,  holding  that  wlienever  matter  comes  to  be  tried  in  collateral  way,  final 
sentence  of  any  court  having  competent  authority,  is  conclusive,  in  courts  having 
concurrent  jurisdiction. 

Cited  in  2  Thomas,  Estates,  1242,  on  effect  of  surrogate's  decree  on  realty. 
Conclusiveness  of  decree  in  rem. 

Cited  in  Bogardus  v.  Clark,  4  Paige,  623,  holding  that  the  decree  of  probate 
of  will  is  binding  and  conclusive  on  all  parties  having  any  interest  in  per- 
sonalty, otherwise  as  to  realty  claimed  by  those  not  made  parties;  Ocean 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Francis,  2  Wend.  64,  19  Am.  Dec.  549,  on  estoppel  by  judgment  in 
rem. 

Distinguished  in  Brigham  v.  Fayerweather,  140  Mass.  411,  5  N.  E.  265, 
liolding  judgment  in  rem  is  conclusive  only  as  to  persons  wlio  had  a  litigable 
light  to  be  heard  respecting  tlie  res,  and  does  not  conclude  strangers;  Megee 
V.  Beirne,  39  Pa.  50,  holding  foreign  attachment  is  not  purely  a  proceeding 
in  rem  and  not  conclusive  to  all  the  world  as  to  one's  ownership  in  the 
goods;  Mankin  v.  Chandler,  2  Brock.  125,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,030,  holding  that 
a  foreign  attaclmient  is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  proceeding  in  rem  and  is 
conclusive  evidence  only  against  parties  and  privies. 

—  As  to  jurisdictional   facts. 

Cited  in  Borden  v.  State,  11  Ark.  519,  54  Am.  Dec.  217,  holding  record  of 
probate  court  sliowing  subject  matter  within  its  jvirisdiction  is  conclusive  as 
to  requisite  notice  to  tiie  parties;  Baxter  V.  New  England  M.  Ins.  Co.  6  Mass. 
277,  4  Am.  Dec.  125,  holding  that  a  sentence  of  a  foreign  court  of  admiralty 
was  conclusive  evidence  of  breach  of  a  blockade;  IM'Pherson  v.  Cunlill",  11  Serg. 
&  R.  422,  14  Am.  Dec.  642,  holding  a  decree  of  an  orplians'  court  for  the  sale 
of  real  estate  to  pay  decedent's  debts  is  conclusive  and  those  acquiring  rights 
under  such  decree,  will  be  protected  in  any  collateral  proceeding;  Alabama  & 
C.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  7  Nat.  Bankr.  Keg.  145,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  127,  holding  record 
of  time  when  bankruptcy  petition  was  filed  was  conclusive  upon  question  of 
priority   in   taking  jurisdiction. 

Distinguished  in  Vandenlieuvel  v.  United  Ins.  Co.  2  Caines  Cas.  217,  2  Johns. 
Cas.  451,  1  Am.  Dec.  180  (reversing  2  Johns.  Cas.  127),  holding  tliat  a  decree 
cf  a  foreign   court  of  admiralty   is  conclusive  as  to  character  of   properly  and 
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l)ioach  of  warranty  of  neutrality;    Bradshaw  v.   Hoatli,   13   Wend.  407,  holding 
tiiat  divorce   is   not  a   proceeding  in   rem,   and  the  record  must   show  that   the 
court  obtained  jurisdiction   over   the  parties  and   the  court  must  actually   have 
obtained  such  jurisdiction. 
—  Conclusiveness  in  seizure  and  forfeiture  cases. 

Cited  in  Kriess  v.  Faron,  118  Cal.  142,  50  Pac.  388,  holding  that  in  an  action 
in  rem  for  violation  of  internal  revenue  laws  the  offending  owner  is  concluded 
without  notice  and  though  after  violation  he  sold  the  property;  Gelston  v.  Iloyt, 
1."]  Johns.  5(31  (afHrniing  13  Johns.  141),  holding  that  sentence  of  restitution  in 
district  court  of  the  United  States  of  vessel  which  had  been  seized  by  collector 
is  conclusive  evidence,  in  action  by  owner  against  collector,  that  seizure  was 
illegal;  Buchannan  v.  Biggs,  2  Yeates,  232,  holding  that  the  condemnation  of 
liquor  by  the  United  States  court  is  conclusive  and  the  right  of  seizure  cannot 
be  tried  again  in  any  state  court  in  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  olficer; 
Oelston  v.  Hoyt,  3  Wheat.  246,  4  L.  ed.  381  (affirming  13  Johns,  501  which 
ailiinied  13  Johns.  141),  holding  that  the  courts  of  the  United  States  have 
«'\clusive  jurisdiction  over  forfeitures  and  a  sentence  of  condemnation  as  well 
as  of  acquittal  is  equally  conclusive,  on  an  action  for  trespass  in  making  the 
seizure;  Hall  v.  Warren,  2  McLean,  332,  Fed.  Cas.  Xo.  5,952,  holding  that  in  a 
seizure  for  illegal  importation  the  certificate  of  condemnation  as  well  as  the 
certificate  of  acquittal  is  equally  conclusive  and  till  the  case  is  decided  no  action 
for  trespass  in  the  seizure  will  lie;  McNeil  v.  McGillivray,  42  N.  S.  133,  hold- 
ing that  a  seizure  and  confiscation  of  liquor  for  illegal  sale  is  a  proceeding  in 
rem,  and  is  conclusive  as  against  the  real  owner  of  the  liquor  though  he  was 
not  conducting  the  illegal  sale. 
Seizure  as  part  of  process  in  rem. 

Distinguisiied   in   Tyler   v.   Registration   Ct.   Judges,   175   Mass.   71,   51   L.R.A. 
433,   55   N.   E.   812,   holding  that   as   to   lands   or   immovables   published   notice 
and    mailing    of    paper    to    persons    named    in    notice,    is    sufficient    and    actual 
seizure  needless. 
Vesting  of  title  by  seizure  and   forfeiture  proceedings. 

Cited  in  :McPherson  v.  Brownrigg,  Newfoundl.  Rep.  (1884-96)  691,  holding 
that  a  seizure  and  forfeiture  of  property  for  breach  of  revenue  law  vests  title 
to  property  in  the  crown,  and  trover  cannot  be  maintained  against  a  subse- 
quent  purchaser. 

11  E.  R.  C.  22,  CONCHA  v.  CONCHA.  L.  R.  11  App.  Cas.  541,  56  L.  J.  Ch.  N. 
S.  257,  55  L.  T.  N.   S.   522,  35  Week.  Rep.  477,  affirming  decisions  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal,  reported  in  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  268  and  L.  R.  32  Ch.  Div. 
133. 
Conclusiveness  of  probate  decrees  in  rem. 

Cited  in  McCann  v.  Ellis,  172  Ala.  60,  55  So.  303,  holding  that  judgment  as 
to  status  of  res,  in  proceedings  strictly  in  rem,  are  conclusive  as  to  such  status; 
Clapp  v.  Vatcher,  9  Cal.  App.  462,  99  Pac.  549,  holding  that  mental  capacity  of 
person  at  time  of  making  will  and  deed,  is  conclusively  determined  upon  con- 
test of  said  will  and  cannot  be  again  raised  in  action  under  deed;  Re  Work. 
3  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  N.  S.  381,  holding  that  decree  admitting  will  to  probate 
is,  while  it  stands,  bar  to  application  for  discovery  under  2621a;  Ke  ^^'ork, 
76  Misc.  403.  137  N.  Y\  Supp.  97,  holding  tliat  decree  tliat  will  of  personalty 
be  admitted  to  probate  is  one  in  rem,  binding  on  all  the  world,  and  cannot  be 
disturbed  except  by  direct  proceeding:    Jordan  v.   Chicago  &   N.   W.   R.   Co.   125 
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Wis.  581,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  885,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  865,  104  N.  \Y.  803,  4  Ann. 
Cas.  1113,  holding  that  wliether  decedent  left  assets  is  a  question  of  fact  within 
jurisdiction  of  probate  court  and  concluded;  Simpson  v.  Stewart,  10  Manitoba 
L.  Rep.  176,  on  the  facts  concluded  by  probate  of  a  will;  McPherson  v.  Irvine, 
26  Ont.  Rep.  438,  holding  that  a  higher  court  has  no  power  to  revoke  letters  of 
administration  issued  by  the  probate  court. 

Cited  in  note  in  5  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  927,  on  law  governing  validity  of  transfer 
of  property. 

The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  cited  in  Seymour  v.  Wallace,  121 
Mich.  402,  80  N.  W.  242,  holding  that  a  decree  of  probate  allowing  creditor's 
claim  is  not  conclusive  evidence  as  to  validity  of  claim  as  against  a  transferee 
from  decedent  wliose  title  is  assailed  for  fraud;  Hoppe  v.  Hoppe,  4  Cal.  Unrep. 
Cas.  569,  holding  that  a  judgment  setting  apart  a  probate  homestead  was  not 
conclusive  as  to  facts  not  necessary  to  be  adjudicated. 

—  As  to  doinicil. 

Referred  to  as  leading  case  in  Thormann  v.  Frame,  176  U.  S.  350,  44  L.  ed. 
500,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  446  (aflirming  102  Wis  653,  79  N;  W.  39)  holding  that 
the  issuing  of  foreign  letters  of  administration  is  not  conclusive  as  to  domicil 
of  testator. 

Cited  in  Overby  v.  Gordon,  177  U.  S.  214,  44  L.  ed.  741,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
603,  holding  that  a  grant  of  letters  of  administration  is  not  conclusive  as  to 
domicil  in  a  controversy  raised  in  another  jurisdiction;  Tilt  v.  Kelsey,  207  U. 
S.  43,  52  L.  ed.  95,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1,  holding  that  adjudication  of  probate 
court  is  not  conclusive  as  to  domicil  nor  evidence  of  it  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding; Re  Barandon,  41  Misc.  380,  84  N.  Y.  Supp.  937,  holding  that  decree 
admitting  will  to  probate,  does  not  conclusively  establish  domicil  of  testator  for 
all  courts. 

Tlie  decision  of  the   Court  of  Appeal  was  cited  in   Frame   v.   Thormann,   102 
Wis.  653,  79  N.  W.  39,  holding  that  decree  appointing  administrator  of  deceased's 
estate,  made  in  another  state  Avhere  the  death  occurred,  is  not  conclusive  as  to 
domicile  of  deceased. 
Person.s  concluded  by  decree  in  rem. 

Cited  in  Morrison  v.  Halladay,  27  Or.  175,  39  Pac.  1100,  on  inconclusiveness  of 
judgment  as  between  strangers  who  could  not  have  been  heard. 
Facts   and   things   concluded   by   decree. 

Cited  in  Nottawasaga  Twp.  v.  Hamilton  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  16  Ont.  App.  Rep.  52, 
lidding  that  a  point  not  necessary  to  the  adjudication  cannot  be  held  res  jxidi- 
cata  in  a  subsequent  proceeding;  Molsons  Bank  v.  Cooper,  23  Ont.  App.  Rep. 
146,  holding  requiring  an  application  of  certain  credits  on  a  loan  was  conclusive 
as  to  lender's  rights,  it  having  been  the  direct  subject  of  inquiry;  Harper  v. 
Cameron,  2  B.  C.  365,  on  the  restriction  of  the  things  concluded  to  the  scope 
and  objects  of  the  judgment;  Re  Allsop  &  Joy,  61  L.  T.  N.  S.  213,  holding  a 
bill  inter  partes  dismissed  with  costs  was  not  conclusive  on  a  matter  of  testa- 
mentary construction  unnecessary  to  a  decision ;  Worman  v.  Worman,  L,  R. 
43  Ch.  Div.  296,  61  L.  T.  N,  S.  637,  38  Week.  Rep.  442,  on  same  point. 
—  Recitals  of  incidentals  in  decree  in  rem. 

Cited  in  Maldancr  v.  Beurliaus,   108  Wis.   25,  84  N.   W.  25,  holding  that  an 
assigning  of  amounts  in  a  decree  is  merely  incidental  and  not  conclusive  upon 
the  parties. 
Affidavit  or  coniniission  to  lake  piaiiidfT's  testimony. 

Cited  in  Wliitford  v.  Zinc,  28  N.  S.  531,  on  tlie  power  to  reject  affidavits  for 
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want  of  cross  examination ;  Robins  v.  Empire  Printing  &  Pub.  Co.  14  Ont.  Pr. 
Rep.  488,  holding  application  to  take  plaintiflf's  testimony  by  commission  de- 
pends on  character  of  evidence,  distance  and  expense  with  otlior  circumstances; 
The  Parisian,  L.  R.  13  Prob.  Div.  16,  57  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  13,  58  L.  T.  N.  S.  92, 
3C)  Week.  Rep.  704,  6  Asp.  Mar.  L.  Cas.  249,  holding  it  proper  to  require  a  foreign 
plaintiff  to  attend  for  cross  examination,  there  being  no  apparent  disability. 

11  E.  R.  C.  48,  GOODTITLE  EX  DEM.  EDWARDS  v.  BAILEY,  Cowp.  pt.  2,  p. 

597. 
Estoppel  by  deed. 

Cited  in  Drake  v.  Root,  2  Colo.  685,  holding  that  the  defendant  is  estopped  to 
deny  that  he  had  the  estate  which  he  assumed  to  convey  by  deed  with  warranty; 
Van  Rensselaer  v.  Kearney,  11  How.  297,  13  L.  ed.  703;  Fields  v.  Willingham, 
49  Ga.  344, — on  what  constitutes  estoppel  by  deed;  Fite  v.  Doe,  1  Blackf.  127, 
holding  that  a  grantor  could  not  become  a  disseisor  and  was  estopped  from 
setting  up  any  claim  hostile  to  a  title  which  he  had  made;  Coleman  v.  Eean, 
14  Abb.  Pr.  38,  holding  that  those  who  executed  an  undertaking  are  estopped  to 
contradict  its  recitals  tor  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  instrument;  ^Mattock  v. 
Lee,  9  Ind.  298;  Barron  v.  Cobleigh,  11  N.  H.  557,  35  Am.  Dec.  505;  Peck  v. 
Mallams,  10  N.  Y.  509, — on  estoppel  by  deed;  Long  Island  R.  Co.  v.  Conklin,  29 
N.  Y.  572,  holding  that  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  estopped  the  grantor 
from  interfering  with  such  enjoyment  where  there  was  doubt  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  deed;  Magruder  v.  Esmay,  35  Ohio  St.  221,  holding  that  the  grantor  was 
estopped  from  denying  that  he  was  seized  of  the  land  at  the  time  the  deed  was 
made,  where  title  afterward  vested  in  him;  Chauvin  v.  Wagner,  18  Mo.  531; 
Naglee  v.  Ingersoll,  7  Pa.  185;  Wells  v.  Sloj'er,  1  Clark  (Pa.)  516, — on  es- 
toppel by  recital  in  deed;  Fleming  v.  West,  14  N.  S.  294,  holding  that  person 
who  makes  what  purports  to  be  conveyance  of  land  to  one  in  possession  for 
valuable  consideration,  is  estopped  from  claiming  its  invalidity;  Doe  ex  dem. 
Spafford  v.  Breakenridge,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  492,  holding  that  the  bargainor  in 
possession  is  estopped  to  deny  the  deed  to  his  bargainee;  Doe  ex  dem.  Hennesy 
V.  Myers,  2  Upper  Can.  Jur.  458,  holding  that  patentee  of  Crown  and  his  as- 
signs are  privies  in  estate  and  are  estopped  by  conveyance  of  either;  Irvine  v. 
Webster,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  224,  holding  that  where  the  party  having  no  legal  title 
conveys  the  land  by  deed  poll  and  all  his  interest  in  them,  and  subsequently 
acquires  title,  and  conveys  them  to  another  the  latter  is  estopped  by  the  first 
deed  from  claiming  title;  Doe  ex  dem.  Presbyterian  Church  v.  Bain,  3  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
198,  holding  that  where  one  had  signed  a  disavowal  of  his  connection  with  the 
church  in  connection  with  which  he  received  possession,  his  tenancy  was  ter- 
minated; Rees  V.  Strachan,  14  U.  C.  Q.  B.  53,  on  the  estoppel  of  the  covenantor 
for  quiet  possession  to  dispute  title  of  the  covenantee;  Germain  v.  Shuert,  7  U. 
C.  C.  P.  86,  holding  that  bond  executed  by  claimant  of  dower,  releasing  right  to 
same  was  admissible  in  evidence  against  claimant. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  E.  R.  C.  71,  on  estoppel  of  tenant  to  dispute  landlord's 
title;  20  E.  R.  C.  768,  on  rights  of  licensee  as  to  royalties  where  patent  is  invalid. 

Cited  in  2  Devlin,  Deeds,  3d  ed.   1883,  on  estoppel  to  deny  authority  where 
deed  recites  authority  by  vote  of  corporation;   1  Beach,  Contr.  553,  on  admissi- 
bility  of  extrinsic  evidence  to   explain   release. 
—  Of  mortgagor  to  dispute  tlie  mortgagee's  title. 

Cited  in  Goderham  v.  Denholm,  18  U.  C.  Q.  B.  203,  on  the  right  of  the 
mortgagee  to  dispute  the  mortgagor's  title  to  fixtures. 
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Distinguished  in  National  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  McKay,  1  Sheldon,  138,  5  Abb.  Pr. 
N.  S.  445,  holding  that  a  mortgagor,  without  covenant  or  representation  is  not 
estopped  from  showing  what  estate  he  had  in  the  lands  when  the  mortgage  was 
delivered. 
Operation  of  deeds  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

Cited  in  Munson  v.  Baldwin,  7  Conn.  168,  holding  that  all  deeds  and  writings 
should  operate  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties;  Bulkley  v.  Chapman, 
9  Conn.  5,  holding  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  an  agreement  will  be  given 
effect;  Peckham  v.  Haddock,  36  111.  38,  holding  that  while  an  agreement  may 
not  operate  in  the  way  intended  efl'ect  will  be  given  the  intention  of  the  parties 
by  another  mode;  Pollard  v.  Shaaffer,  1  Dall.  210,  1  L.  ed.  1.04,  1  Am.  Dec. 
230;  Hawes  v.  Smith,  12  Me.  429;  Hunt  v.  Hunt,  14  Pick.  374,  25  Am.  Dec. 
400;  Den  ex  dem.  State  v.  Ilelmes,  3  N.  J.  L.  1050, — on  the  operation  of  deeds 
according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties;  Den  ex  dem.  Wolling  v.  Camp,  19 
N.  J.  L.  148,  holding  that  whether  a  deed  operate  as  a  grant  or  deed  of  par- 
tition will  depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  parties;  Canning  v.  Pinkham,  1  N. 
H.  353,  holding  that  all  doubtful  expressions  in  deeds  are  to  be  construed  favor- 
ably to  grantee,  and  upheld,  if  possible;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Culverhouse  v.  Beach, 
1  Johns.  Cas.  399,  holding  that  a  release  may  operate  as  a  grant  where  such 
is  clearly  the  intention  of  the  parties;  Constantine  v.  Van  Winkle,  6  Hill, 
177,  on  the  operation  of  deeds  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties;  Land 
V.  Toulmin,  19  Ala.  288;  Johnson  v.  Moore,  28  Mich.  3;  Lee  v.  Woodvvorth,  3 
N.  J.  Eq.  36;  McLaughlin  v.  Bishop,  35  N.  J.  L.  512;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Troup 
V.  Blodget,  16  Johns.  172;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Sitzer  v.  Waltermire,  7  Cow.  353; 
Reed  v.  Underbill,  12  Barb.  113;  Doe  ex  dem.  Wilt  v.  Jardine,  2  N.  B.  245; 
Berridge  v.  Glassey,  16  W.  N.  C.  255,  42  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  256,— holding  that 
deeds  should  operate  according  to  the  intention  of  tlie  parties,  if  by  law  it 
may;  Richardson  v.  Palmer,  38  N.  H.  212;  Hannon  v.  Christopher,  34  N.  J. 
Eq.  459;  Havens  v.  Sea  Shore  Land  Co.  47  N.  J.  Eq.  365,  20  Atl.  497,— holding 
same,  and  if  there  are  two  ways  of  construing  it,  the  legal  way  shall  be  adopted; 
Lyles  V.  Lyles,  2  Nott.  &  M'C.  531,  on  tlie  operation  of  an  instrument  as  a  will 
according  to  the  intention  of  the  testator;  Adkins  v.  HufT,  58  \\'.  Va.  645,  3 
L.RA.(N.S.)  649,  52  S.  E.  773,  6  Ann.  Cas.  246,  holding  that  a  deed  should 
operate  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  unless  prevented  by  some  rule 
of  law;  Eigelow  v.  Norton,  3  N.  S.  283,  holding  that  when  two  as  trustees  of 
a  church  conveyed  to  themselves,  and  five  others  as  trustees  of  the  church,  good 
title  passed  to  the  five  trustees. 

Cited  in  3  Washburn  Real  Prop.  6th  ed.  305,  on  deeds  taking  elTect  according 
to  intent;   2  Devlin  Deeds  3d  ed.  1514,  on  construction  of  deed  in  anothi^r  way 
where  it  cannot  take  effect  precisely  as  intended. 
Validity  of  deed  by  reversioner. 

Cited  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Burnham  v.  Bower,  8  U.  C.  Q.  B.  007,  on  the  validity 
of  a  deed  given  by  a  reversioner  while  life  tenant  was  in  possession. 
Covenant  for  quiet  po-ssession. 

Cited  in  Rankin  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  4  U.  C.  C.  P.  463,  on  tlic  effect  of  a 
covenant  for  (piiet  possession. 
Effect  of  deed  stating  less  amount  of  land  than  lot  described. 

Cited  in  Jlathaway  v.  Power,  6  Hill,  453,  holding  that  deed  descril»ing  prop- 
erty as  certain  lot,  but  stating  less  number  of  acres  than  lot  contained,  conveyed 
whol(    U)t. 
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Use  of  word,   "grant"'   in   deed. 

Cited   in   Acre   v.   Livingstone,  26   U.   C.   Q.   B.   2S.3    (dissenting  opinion),   on 
the  necessity  of  the  use  of  tlie  word,  "grant"  in  a  deed. 
Possession  of  land  as  evidence  of  title  thereto. 

Cited  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Wood  v.  West,  1  Blackf.  133,  on  possession  of  land  as 
evidence  of  title;  Burns  v.  Young,  40  N.  S.  199,  Jiolding  that  party  in  possession 
when  he  receives  conveyance  containing  apt  words  to  convey  land  receives  good 
title  where  consideration  is  paid. 

Action  of  ejectment  by  one  having  title  by  possession   alone. 

Cited  in  Armstrong  v.  Eisteau,  5  Md.  256,  59  Am.  Dec.  115,  on  title  by 
possession  alone  as  sufficient  to  enable  a  plaintiff  to  maintain  action  of  ejectment. 
Ejectment  by   trustee  against  cestui   que  trust. 

Cited  in  Matthews  v.  Ward,  10  Gill.  &  J.  443,  holding  that  ejectment  may  be 
maintained  by  trustee  against  cestui  que  trust,  unless  conveyance  of  legal  title 
is  presumed. 
Sustaining  verdict  where  no  injustice  is  done. 

Cited  in  Halley  v.  M'Cargo,  4  Bibb,  349,  on  the  gi'anting  of  a  new  trial  where 
the  verdict  does   no   injustice   because   the   plaintiff  was   entitled   to   the   relief, 
though  on  another  mode  of  declaring. 
Intervention   of  court  of  equity. 

Cited  in  Lanning  v.  Smith,  1  Pars.  Sel.  Eq.  Cas.  13,  on  the  right  of  a  party  to 
seek  intervention  of  court  of  equity,  without  paying  costs  of  legal  suit. 

11  E.  R.  C.  52,  FAIRTITLE  EX  DEM.  MYTTOX  v.  GILBERT,  1  Revised  Rep. 

455,  2  T.  R.  169. 
Estoppel  as  defeating  operation  of  law. 

Cited  in  Jones  v.  Sasser,  18  X.  C.   (1  Dev.  &  B.  L.)   452,  holding  that  the  law 
cannot  permit  that  an  estoppel  should  be  set  up  to  defeat  the  law. 
Estoppel  of  a  corporation  to  assert  invalidity  of  ultra  vires  acts. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Robertson,  5  Pet.  641,  8  L.  ed.  257  (dissenting  opin- 
ion), on  the  estoppel  of  a  corporation  to  deny  its  capacity  to  contract;  Welland 
Canal  Co.  v.  Hathaway,  8  Wend.  480,  24  Am.  Dec.  51,  holding  that  a  corporation 
is  not  estopped  to  deny  their  capacity  to  contract;  Ex  parte  Watson,  57  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  N.  S.  609,  L.  R.  21  Q.  B.  Div.  301,  59  L.  T.  X.  S.  401,  36  Week.  Rep.  829, 
52  J.  P.  742,  holding  that  a  corporate  body  cannot  be  estopped  by  deed  or  other- 
wise from  showing  that  it  had  no  power  to  do  what  it  purported  to  have  done. 
—  Public  corporation. 

Cited  in  Day  v.  Green,  4  Cush.  433,  holding  that  where  the  mayor  had  no 
authority  to  grant  the  license,  he  is  not  estopped  to  deny  its  validity;  LTnion 
Baptist  Soc.  V.  Candia,  2  N.  H.  20,  holding  that  a  town  was  not  estopped  by 
its  deed  to  deny  its  capacity  to  convey;  New  Y'ork  v.  Slack,  3  Wheeler,  C.  C. 
257,  on  the  estoppel  of  a  public  corporation  to  deny  its  capacity  to  make  a  con- 
tract or  deed;  Hart  v.  Halifax,  35  N.  S.  1,  holding  that  a  municipal  corporation 
is  not  estopped  by  its  deed  from  showing  that  it  had  no  power  to  do  what  it 
purported  to  have  done;  Ex  parte  Howell,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  541,  36  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
344,  16  L.  T.  X.  S.  6,  15  Week.  Rep.  482,  on  the  estoppel  of  a  public  corporation 
to  assert  the  invalidity  of  ultra  vires  acts;  St.  Mary,  Islington,  Vestry  v.  Horn- 
Bey  Urban  Dist.  Council  [1900]  1  Ch.  695,  69  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  324,  82  L.  T.  X.  S. 
580,  48  W^eek.  Rep.  401,  16  Times  L.  R.  286,  holding  that  a  public  corporation  is 
not  estopped  to  assert  the  invalidity  of  a  license  granted  by  them  to  construct 
Notes  on  E.  R.  C— 69. 
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a  sewer  which  they  had  no  power  to  grant,  though  they  were  tardy  in  asserting 
it. 

Distinguished  in  Goodall  v.  INIilwaukee,  5  Wis.  32,  holding  that  where  the  com- 
mon council  established  a  permanent  grade  and  afterward  cliangod  it  contrary  to 
their  agreement,  the  city  was  liable  for  injuries  to  building  built  with  reference 
to  the  former. 

Criticized  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Levy  v.  Home,  3  Q.  B.  757,  3  Gale  &  D.  239,  12  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  72,  7  Jur.  38,  holding  that  the  commissioners  were  estopped 
from  setting  up  the  fact  of  an  earlier  mortgage,  to  defeat  the  legal  estate  of 
the  later  mortgagee  in  the  turnpike  and  toll  house. 

Estoppel  by  deed. 

Cited  in  Carver  v.  Jackscn,  4  Pet.  1,  7  L.  ed.  761,  on  estoppel  by  implication 
from  grant;  Stow  v.  Wyse,  7  Conn.  214,  18  Am.  Dec.  09,  holding  that  a  party  who 
executed  a  deed  is  estopped  from  disputing  not  only  the  deed  itself  but  every 
fact  which  it  recites;  M'Cleskey  v.  Leadbetter,  1  Ga.  551;  Williams  v.  Gray,  3 
Me.  207,  14  Am.  Dec.  234, — on  what  constitutes  an  estoppel  by  deed;  Heard  v. 
Hall,  16  Pick,  457,  holding  that  a  guardian  of  an  insane  person,  is  estopped 
by  his  deed  with  covenants  from  setting  up  a  claim  in  his  own  right  to  any 
of  the  real  estate  conveyed  by  him  as  belonging  to  his  ward;  St.  Louis  v.  Morten. 
6  Mo.  476,  holding  that  lessee  of  city,  in  action  on  covenant  in  lease,  is  estopped 
from  denying  that  steps  preparatory  to  making  of  lease  is  void;  Kimball  v. 
Blaisdell,  5  N.  H.  533,  22  Am.  Dec.  476,  holding  that  a  warranty  limited  to  any 
title  derived  from,  by,  or  under  the  grantor,  created  an  estoppel;  Thorndike 
V.  Norris,  24  N.  H.  454,  holding  that  a  party  who  has  conveyed  and  warranted 
the  title  of  land  to  another,  is  estopped  to  deny  the  title  thus  assumed  to  be 
conveyed;  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Elizabeth,  42  N.  J.  L.  249,  holding  that  a  recital  in 
a  bond  is  not  an  estoppel  to  the  obligor  setting  up  that  it  is  not  his  deed;  Root  v. 
Crock,  7  Pa.  378;  Phelan  v.  Phelan,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  275, — holding  that  in  general 
a  party  granting  is  estopped  by  his  deed  to  say  he  had  no  interest;  Doe  ex  dem. 
Spaf.'ord  v.  Breakenridge,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  492,  holding  that  a  bargainor  is  estopped 
to  resist  against  the  title  given  by  his  deed  to  the  bargainee;  Leonard  v.  Mc- 
Bride,  3  U.  C.  Q.  B.  0.  S.  1,  on  estoppel  by  recital  in  bond;  Irvine  v.  Welester, 
2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  224,  holding  that  the  patentee  of  crown  land  who  deeds  away 
his  land  by  deed  poll  before  he  receives  the  patent  is  estopped  to  claim  title 
to  .the  land  after  the  patent  is  issued,  as  is  also  his  grantee  after  patent  is 
issued. 

—  Necessity  of  specific  assertion  of  title. 

Cited  in  Ross  v.  Marcy,  1  Clark  (Pa.)  205,  holding  tliat  a  simple  recital  of  con- 
clusion, or  generalities  can  give  rise  to  no  estoppel;  Irvine  v.  Webster,  2  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  224,  holding  that  there  must  be  a  specific  assertion  of  title  before  estoppel 
can  arise. 

—  Kind  of  deed. 

Cited  in  Irvine  v.  Webster,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  224,  holding  that  a  person  may  be 
estopped  by  a  deed  poll. 
Validity   of  acts  of   public   oiTicers   beyond    scope   of   their   authority. 

Cited  in  East  Hartford  v.  Hartford  Bridge  Co.  10  How.  535,  13  L.  ed.  528, 
holding  that  town  holding  ferry  rights  has  no  right  to  dispose  of  them  to  others; 
Prcsijyterian  Church  v.  New  York,  5  Cov.  53S,  holding  that  a  corporation  cannot 
limit  legislative  power;  Donovan  v.  New  York,  33  N.  Y.  291,  holding  a  contract 
witli  tlie  city  oHicials  beyond  tlieir  powers  cannot  be  enforced;  Taylor  v.  Miami 
Exporting  Co.  5  Oliio,  162,  22  Am.  Dec.  785,  on  the  misapplication  of  funds  by 
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the  directors  as  creating  a  trust  fund  for  the  creditors;  Ireland  v.  Guess,  3 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  220  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  validity  of  a  lease  by  public  officers 
beyond  the  scope  of  their  powers. 

11  E.  R.  C.  55,  BOWMAN  v.  TAYLOR,  2  Ad.  &  El.  278,  4  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  58,  4 

Nev.  &  M.  264. 
Estoppel  by  deed. 

Cited  in  Parliman  v.  Young,  2  Dak.  175,  4  N.  W.  139,  on  what  constitutes 
estoppel;  Spofford  v.  Hobbs,  29  Me.  148,  48  Am.  Dec.  521,  holding  that  the 
taking  of  a  mortgage  for  the  purchase  price  does  not  estop  the  vendor  from 
asserting  the  invalidity  of  the  deed  for  want  of  authority  of  attorney  to  make 
the  same;  Comstock  v.  Smith,  26  Mich.  306,  holding  that  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
person  is  estopped  by  the  same  circumstances  which  liave  worked  an  estoppel 
against  the  decedent;  Love  v.  Rockwell,  1  Wis.  382,  holding  that  a  party  is 
estopped  from  denying  liability  on  recognizance  or  unauthorized  appeal;  Archi- 
bald V.  Blois,  2  N.  S.  307,  on  what  constitutes  estoppel  by  deed;  Irvine  v.  Web- 
ster, 2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  224,  holding  that  where  the  patentee  of  crown  lands,  deeds 
the  land  by  deed-poll  to  another  before  receiving  the  patent  and  after  receiving 
the  patent  deeds  to  another,  the  latter  is  estoiiped  to  assert  his  title  against  the 
lirst  grantee. 

—  By    recitaL 

Cited  in  Collins  v.  Mitchell,  5  Fla.  364,  holding  that  estoppel  by  deed  con- 
cludes the  party  executing  it  not  only  as  to  every  point  intended  to  be  effected 
by  the  instrument,  but  any  fact  or  recital  in  the  same;  Ninth  Nat.  Bunk  v. 
.Knox  County,  37  Fed.  75,  holding  that  if  the  recital  in  the  bond  was  not  intended 
as  a  definite  statement  of  fact  with  reference  to,  and  on  faith  cf  whicli  the 
parties  had  contracted,  it  does  not  estop  them;  Doe  ex  dem.  Potts  v.  Dowdall, 
3  Houst.  (Del.)  369,  11  Am.  Rep.  757,  on  a  recital  or  admission  under  seal  as  creat- 
ing an  estoppel;  Lloyd  v.  Burgess,  4  Gill,  187,  holding  that  a  party  is  estopped 
from  denying  a  fact  recited  in  his  deed;  Davis  v.  Bowmar,  55  Miss.  671  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  on  estoppel  by  recital  in  contract;  Barron  v.  Cobleigh,  11  N.  H. 
557,  35  Am.  Dec.  505,  on  estoppel  by  recital  in  deed;  Coleman  v.  Bean,  14  Abb. 
Pr.  38,  holding  that  those  who  execute  an  undertaking  are  estopped  to  con- 
tradict its  recitals  to  defeat  the  instrument;  Fullerton  v.  Brydges,  10  Manitoba 
L.  Rep.  431,  holding  that  a  recital  in  an  instrument  does  not  operate  as  an 
estoppel  unless  in  an  action  directly  founded  on  the  instrument  or  the  rights 
arising  out  of  it. 

Distinguished  in  Eckles  v.  Carter,  26  Ala.  563,  holding  that  under  the  Ameri- 
can rule,  the  parties  are  not  estopped  to  show  a  different  consideration  than 
that  recited  in  the  deed. 

—  To  deny  patent  for  invention. 

Cited  in  Morse  Arms  Mfg.  Co.  v.  United  States,  16  Ct.  CI.  296,  on  when  the 
licensee  of  a  patent  is  not  estopped  to  assert  the  invalidity  of  the  patent;  Thomas 
v.  Quintard,  5  Duer,  80;  Chemical  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Howard,  148  IMass. 
352,  2  L.R.A.  168,  20  N.  E.  92,— on  the  estoppel  of  the  purchaser  of  a  patent 
to  assert  the  invalidity  of  the  patent. 

Cited  in  2  Mechem  Sales,  695,  on  worthlessness  of  patent  sold  as  a  defense 
to  the  purchaser. 

Distinguished  iu  White  v.  Lee,  14  Fed.  789,  holding  that  where  the  license  was 
not  under  seal  the  licensee  could  assert  the  invalidity  of  patent;  Jackson  v. 
Allen,  120  Mass.  64,  holding  that  the  licensor  of  patent  rights  was  not  estopped 
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to  show  that  his  patent  was  invalid  in  an  action  for  breacli  of  covenant ;  Hawks 
V.  Swett,  4  Hun,  346,  holding,  that  following  state  decisions,  the  purchaser  of  a 
patent  is  not  estopi^ed  from  asserting  the  invalidity  of  the  patent. 

—  Making  instrunicnt  part  of  pleading. 

Cited  in  Cuyler  v.  Ferrill,  1  Abb.   (U.  S.)    169,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,523,  25  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  412,  holding  that  a  i:farty  who  makes  a  deed  part  of  his  answer  is  bound 
by  it;   Collins  v.  Mitchell,  5  Fla.  364,  holding  that  plaintiff  was  bound  by  re- 
citals in  a  replevin  bond  which  he  made  the  basis  of  his  action. 
Right  to  recover  on  contract  to  pay  royalties  for  tise  of  patent. 

Cited  in  Vermilyea  v.  Canniff,  12  Ont.  Rep.  164,  holding  that  under  assignment 
of  right  in  patent  for  certain  district  in  consideration  of  certain  royalties,  as- 
signor may  recover  royalties,  in  absence  of  fraud  inducing  contract. 

Cited  in  note  in  20  E.  R.  C.  768,  on  rights  of  licensee  as  to  royalties  where 
patent  is  invalid. 
What  is  subject  of  a  patent. 

Cited    in    Owens   v.    Taylor,    29    Grant,    Ch.    (U.    C.)    210,   holding  that   mere 
attaching  of  support  of  handle  of  pump  higher  or  lower   in   pcsition  than  tliat 
formerly  in  use,  is  not  subject  of  patent. 
Estoppel  by  acknowledgment  of  payment. 

Cited  in  Day  v.  Southwell,  3  Wis.  657,  holding  that  in  an  action  to  ref^over  of 
the  agent,  money  received  upon  collection  of  a  note  or  bill  of  the  principal,  the 
agent  is  estopped  to  deny  the  title  of  the  principal;  Green  v.  Burtch,  1  U.  C.  C. 
P.  313,  on  a  receipt  or  acknowledgment  of  payment  under  seal  as  estopping  the 
party;  Davis  v.  Gray,  17  Ohio  St.  330,  holding  party  estopped  to  deny  con- 
sideration for  note  given  in  settlement  after  having  enjoyed  benefit  thereof. 
Certainty   and   strictness   in   estoppels. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  Hampton,  37  Ala.  342,  holding  that  estoppel  must  be  certain 
to  every  intent  and  not  to  be  taken  by  argtuncnt  or  inference;  Aurora  v.  West, 
22  Ind.  503,  holding  tliat  estoppels  are  strictly  construed. 
Waiver  of  objection  to  plejiding. 

Cited  in  Parliman  v.  .Young,  2  Dak.  175,  4  N.  W.  139,  holding  that  where 
equitable  estoppel  in  pais  is  not  properly  pleaded,  and  evidence  of  estoppel  is 
introduced  and  verdict  rendered  Avithout  objection,  objection  to  pleading  will  be 
deemed  waived. 

11  E.  R.  C.  73,  DOE  EX  DEM.  KNIGHT  v.  SMYTHE,  4  Maule  &  S.  347,  16  Re- 
vised Rep.  486. 
Estoppel  of  tenant  to  deny  landlord's  title. 

Cited  in  Willson  v.  Cleveland,  30  Cal.  192,  holding  a  tenant  was  not  estopped 
to  deny  landlord's  title  after  he  had  surrendered  up  possession  to  him;  Tewks- 
bury  v.  Magraff,  33  Cal.  237;  Brewster  v.  Striker,  1  E.  D.  Smith  371,— holding 
persons  taking  a  lease  from  another  were  estopped  to  deny  his  title  while  hold- 
ing under  such  lease;  Chaflin  v.  Brockmeyer,  33  Mo.  App.  92,  holding  that  statute 
does  not  prevent  tenant  from  sliovving  tliat  his  landlord's  estate  exjjired  by  its 
own  limitation  since  demise;  Vernam  v.  Smith,  15  N.  Y.  327,  holding  a  tenant 
entering  possession  under  a  written  lease  in  an  action  for  rent  is  estopped  to 
deny  landlord's  title;  Callcndar  v.  Sherman,  27  N.  C.  (5  Ired.  L.)  711,  holding 
that  tenant  cannot  in  ejectment  after  expiration  of  lease,  defend  upon  ground 
of  defect  in  landlord's  title;  I'ierce  v.  Brown,  24  Vt.  165,  holding  that  tenant  is 
only  prevented   from  disputing  title  of  landlord   that   (>\isted  at  time   lease   was 
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made  and  possession  given;  Stover  v,  Davis,  57  W.  Va.  19G,  49  S.  E.  1023,  lioM- 
ing  that  a  tenant  who  has  once  accepted  possession  of  property  will  not  be 
allowed  to  dispute  his  landlord's  title;  Baldwin  v.  Burd,  10  U.  C.  C.  P.  511, 
holding  tenants  were  not  estopped  from  denying  title  of  plaintiffs  in  action 
of  ejectment  where  the  evidence  showed  defendants  held  under  another;  White  v. 
Nelles,  11  Can.  S.  C.  587,  holding  tenants  were  estopped  to  deny  the  title  of 
persons  they  went  into  possession  under;  Pyatt  v.  McKee,  3  Ont.  Rep.  151,  hold- 
ing that  estoppel  of  tenant  to  dispute  title  of  landlord  extends  beyond  term  of 
tenancy;  Doe  ex  dem.  Armour  v.  McEwen,  3  U.  C.  Q.  B.  O.  S.  493,  holding  a 
debtor  in  possession  of  lands  which  have  been  sold  for  his  debts  at  a  slieriff's 
sale  cannot  deny  the  title  of  the  purchaser;  IMorse  v.  Goddard,  33  Met.  177, 
46  Am.  Dec.  728;  Byrne  v.  Beeson,  1  Dough  (Mich.)  179;  IMain  v.  Cooper,  25  N. 
Y.  ISO;  Wise  v.  Wheeler,  28  N.  C.  (6  Ired.  L.)  196j  Williams  v.  I^Iorris,  95 
U.  S.  444,  24  L.  ed.  360;  Lynett  v.  Parkinson,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  95;  Hely  v.  Canada 
Co.  23  U.  C.  C.  P.  597;  Beck  v.  Barlow,  6  N.  B.  465:  Doe  ex  dem.  Eaton  v. 
Thomson,  9  N.  B.  461  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Aurora  v.  West,  22  Ind.  503, — on 
estoppel  of  tenant  to  deny  landlord's  title. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  E.  R.  C.  304,  on  estoppel  of  tenant  to  deny  landlord's 
title. 

Cited  in  1  Washburn  Real  Prop.  6th  ed.  469,  on  lessee's  disclaimer  of  lessor's 
title. 

Distinguished  in  Mofl'at  v.  Strong,  9  Bosw.  57,  holding  a  tenant  ousted  from 
possession  may  defend  an  action  for  rent  by.  proof  that  he  was  ousted  by  one 
having  a  title  paramount  to  that  of  the  landlord. 
—  E.stoppel  of  one  acquiring  possession  from  tenant. 

Cited  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Miller  v.  Tiffany,  5  U.  C.  Q.  B.  79,  holding  a  person 
purchasing  land  at  a  sheriff's  sale  who  gets  possession  by  collusion  with  the 
debtors  tenant,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  against  him  cannot  set  up  any  title 
in  himself  adverse  to  debtor;  Farwell  v.  Jameson,  27  Ont.  Rop.  141,  holding  same 
in  case  of  person  leasing  premises  from  agent  of  tenant  who  had  no  authority 
to  lease. 

^      Distinguished  in  Tadman  v.  Henman   [1893]   2  Q.  B.  168,  5  Reports,  479,  57 
J.  P.  664,  holding  a  person  not  in  possession  of  premises  might  set  up  want  of 
title  in  landlord  who  attempts  to  distrain  goods  of  defendant  which  happen  to  be 
on  premises. 
Right  of  third  person  to  dispute  landlord's  title. 

Cited  in  Wiggins  v.  Reddick,  33  N.  C.  (11  Ired.  L.)  380;  King  v.  King,  20 
N.  C.  (4  Dev.  &  B.  L.  164)  301,— holding  that  person  claiming  to  be  landlord 
and  admitted  to  defend  is  precluded  from  disputing  title  under  which  his  tenant 
held;  Emerick  v.  Tavener,  9  Gratt.  220,  58  Am.  Dec.  217,  holding  that  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant  attaches  to  all  who  may  succeed  to  possession  under  ten- 
ant. 
Riglit  of  tenant  to  destroy   landlord's  possession. 

Cited  in  Rankin  v.  Tenbrook,  5  Watts,  386,  holding  a  tenant  could  not  destroy 
his  landlord's  possession  by  a  secret  agreement  to  attorn  to  another. 

Defenses  available  to  landlord. 

Cited  in  Isler  v.  Foy,  66  N.  C.  547,  holding  that  under  statute  landlord  is 
not  restricted  to  defenses  to  Avhich  his  tenant  is  confined. 

Distinguished  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Mathewson  v.  Ault,  2  U.  C.  O.  B.  31,  holding 
that  a  third  person  could  defend  as  landlord  upon  trial  of  action  of  ejectment 
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whore  the  tenant  in  possession  came  in  as  tenant  of  such  tliird  person,  and  the 
landlord  resists  a  recovery  by  lessor  of  plaintiff  who  claims  a  title  from  tenant. 
Right  of  grantee  to  dispute  grantor's  title. 

Cited  in  Gardner  v.  Greene,  5  R.  I.  104,  holding  that  acceptance  of  deed  poll, 
conveying  with  covenant  of  warranty,  lands  purchased,  and  holding  possession 
under  it,  do  not  estop  grantee  from  disputing  grantor's  arising  upon  subsequent 
claim  of  dower  in  them  being  made. 
—  To  dispute  title  of  subsequent  grantee. 

Cited  in  Ripley  v.  Yale,  19  Vt.  155,  holding  that  vendee  holding  land  under 
parol  contract,  may  dispute  title  of  subsequent  grantee  where  grantor  refused  to 
give  deed,  after  payment  of  part  of  purchase  money,  if  he  makes  his  possession 
adverse. 

11  E.  R.  C.  78,  PICKARD  v.  SEARS,  6  Ad.  &  El.  469,  2  Nev.  &  P.  488. 
Estoppel   in  pais. 

Referred  to  as  leading  case  in  Lyon  v.  Council  Bluffs  Sav.  Bank,  29  Fed.  56G ; 
Harvey  v.  Bank  of  Hamilton,  Cameron  (Can.)  129;  West  v.  O'Leary,  32  N.  B. 
286  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Bidwell  v.  Pittsburgh,  85  Pa.  412,  5  W.  N.  C.  41,  27 
Am.  Rep.  662, — on  the  application  of  rule  that  of  estoppel  by  conduct. 

Cited  in  Lawrence  v.  Dana,  4  Cliff.  1,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,136;  Brown  v.  Wheeler, 
17  Conn.  345,  44  Am.  Dec.  550;  Roe  v.  Jerome,  18  Conn.  138;  East  Haddan 
Bank  v.  Shaile,  20  Conn.  18:  Whitaker  v.  Williams,  20  Conn.  98  (dissenting 
opinion)  ;  Chase's  Appeal,  57  Conn.  236,  18  Atl.  96;  Colorado  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Grand  Valley  Canal  Co.  3  Colo.  App.  03,  32  Pac.  178;  Mackey  v.  Plumb,  29  111. 
App.  245;  Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Barrett,  70  111.  App.  222;  Caldwell  v. 
Auger,  4  Minn.  217,  Gil.  156,  77  Am.  Dec.  515;  Midland  Lumber  Co.  v.  Kreeger, 
52  Mo.  App.  418;  Withers  v.  Kansas  City  Suburban  Belt  R.  Co.  226  Mo.  373, 
120  S.  W.  432;  Blodgett  v.  McMurty,  34  Neb.  782,  52  N.  W.  706;  Newman  v. 
Mueller,  16  Neb.  523,  20  N.  W.  843;  Decker  v.  Furniss,  3  Duer,  291  (dissenting 
opinion)  ;  Rowan  v.  Kelsey  2  Keyes,  594;  Barham  v.  Turbeville,  1  Swan,  437, 
57  Am.  Dec.  782;  Webb  v.  Alexandria,  33  Gratt.  168;  Willis  v.  Carpenter,  14 
Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  521,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,770;  Re  Bain  &  Leslie,  25  Ont.  Rep.  136: 
Gilpin  v.  Scovil,  12  N.  B.  378;  R.  v.  Belleau,  7  Can.  S.  C.  53;  R.  v.  Chesley,  16 
Can.  S.  C.  306;    Fisher  v.  Woodstock,   39   N.  B.   192;    McKinnon  v.   McKinnon, 

1  Has.  &  War.  (Pr.  Edw.  Isl.)  59;  Walrond  v.  Hawkins,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  342,  44 
L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  116,  32  L.  T.  N.  S.  119,  23  Week.  Rep.  390;  Doe  ex  dem.  Muston 
V.  Gladwin,  15  E.  R.  C.  790,  6  Q.  B.  953,  9  Jur.  508,  14  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  189;  Boggs 
v.  Merced  Min.  Co.  14  Cal.  279, — on  when  party  is  estopped  by  his  conduct  from  the 
assertion  of  a  right;  Bailey  v.  Lumpkin,  1  Ga.  392;  Bliss  v.  Geer,  7  111.  App.  612; 
Sheller  v.  McKenney,  17  111.  App.  185;  Starry  v.  Korab,  65  Iowa,  267,  21  N.  W. 
600;  Rangely  v.  Spring,  28  Me.  127;  Copeland  v.  Copcland,  28  Me.  525;  Piper 
v.  Gilmore,  49  Me.  149;  Hardy  v.  Chesapeake  Bank,  51  Md.  562,  34  Am.  Rep. 
325;  Colonius  v.  Hibernia  F.  Ins.  Co.  3  Mo.  App.  56;  Wilie  v.  Brooks,  45  Miss. 
542;   Davis  v.  Bowmar,  55  Miss.  671    (dissenting  opinion)  ;   Marshall  v.  Pierce, 

12  N,  H.  127;  Campbell  v.  Nesbitt,  7  Neb.  300;  Den  ex  dem.  Ricbman  v.  Bald- 
win, 21  N.  J.  L.  395;  National  Park  Bank  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank,  7  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  138;  Dezell  v.  Odell,  3  Hill,  215,  38  Am.  Dec.  028  (dissenting  opinion);  Mar- 
tin v.  Angell,  7  Barb.  407;  Plumb  v.  Cattaraugus  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  18  N. 
y.  392,  72  Am.  Dec.  526;   ]\Tonroe  County  v.  Otis,  62  N.  Y.  88;   May  v.  Hanks, 

02  N.  C.  (Pliill.  Eq.)  310;  Bocock  v.  Pavey,  8  Oliio  St.  270;  Com.  v.  Moltz,  10  Pa. 
527,  51  Am.  Dec.  499;    Davis  v.   Bradley,  24  Vt.  ii7>;    IVttit  v.  Jennings,  2   Rob. 
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{Va.)  676;  Walker  v.  Hj-man,  1  Ont.  App.  Rep.  345;  Todd  v.  Liverpool  &  L.  G. 
Ins.  Co.  20  U.  C.  C.  P.  523  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Layton  v.  Smith,  17  N.  S.  331; 
Orr  V.  Orr,  21  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  397;  Brown  v.  Lamontagne,  Cameron  (Can.) 
30;  Canadian  Bank  v.  Wilson,  36  U.  C.  Q.  B.  9;  Clarke  v.  Hart,  27  L.  J.  Ch.  N. 
S.  615,  6  H.  L.  Cas.  633,  5  Jiir.  N.  S.  447;  Morrison  v.  Universal  M.  Ins.  Co.  L. 
R.  8  Exch.  197.  42  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  115,  21  Week.  Rep.  774:  Citizens'  Bank  v 
First  Nat.  Bank,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  352,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  209,  22  Week.  Rep.  194; 
Goodwin  v.  Robarts,  5  E.  R.  C.  199,  L.  R.  1  App.  Cas.  470,  45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
748,  35  L.  T.  N,  S.  179,  24  Week.  Rep.  987;  Becliuanaland  Exploration  Co.  v. 
London  Trading  Bank  [1898]  2  Q.  B.  058,  3  Com.  Cas.  285,  07  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
986,  79  L.  T.  N.  S.  270,  14  Times  L.  R.  587;  Farquharson  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  King 
&  Co.  [1901]  2  K.  B.  697,"  70  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  985,  49  Week.  Rep.  073,  85  L.  T. 
X.  S.  264,  17  Times  L.  R.  689  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Colonial  Bank  v.  Cady,  L.  R. 
15  App.  Cas.  207,  00  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  131,  63  L.  T.  N.  S.  27,  39  Week.  Rep.  17; 
Niekells  v.  Atherstone,  15  E.  R.  C.  512,  10  Q.  B.  944-951,  16  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
371,  11  Jur.  778;  Angus  v.  Dalton,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  Div.  85,  reversed  in  L.  R.  4  Q.  B. 
Div.  162,  10  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  98;  Larkin  v.  Parmelee,  09  Conn.  79,  30  Atl.  1009,— on 
the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais;  Chicago  v.  Gage,  95  111.  593,  35 
Am.  Rep.  182,  as  making  the  first  distinctive  enunciation  of  the  doctrine  of  estop- 
pel by  conduct;  Smith  v.  Walkerville  IMalleable  Iron  Co.  23  Ont.  App.  Rep. 
95,  on  the  application  of  the  principles  of  estoppel. 

Cited  in  note  in  15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  415,  410,  on  estoppel  by  contract. 

Cited  in  Benjamin  Sales,  5th  ed.  112,  on  estoppel  to  deny  assent  to  contract  by 
use  of  ambiguous  language   causing  mistake;    Benjamin   Sales,   5th   ed.   864,   on 
estoppel   of   warehousemen    and   bailees   by   conduct;    Plollingsworth   Contr.   442, 
estoppel  by  conduct. 
—  Elements  of. 

Referred  to  as  leading  case  in  Billington  v.  Provincial  Ins.  Co.  2  Ont.  App.  Rep. 
158  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the  definition  of  estoppel  in  pais. 

Cited  in  Carpenter  v.  Stilwell,  11  X.  Y.  01;  Shapley  v.  Abbott,  42  N.  Y.  443, 
1  Am.  Rep.  548;  Ish  v.  Crane,  8  Ohio  St.  520;  Reel  v.  Elder,  62  Pa.  308,  1  Am. 
Rep.  414,  26  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  324;  Nash  v.  Fugate,  24  Gratt.  202,  18  Am.  Rep. 
040;  Concord  v.  Norton,  16  Fed.  477:  Clayton  v.  Exchange  Bank,  57  C.  C.  A.  656, 
121  Fed.  630;  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Lucas,  15  Ont.  App.  Rep.  573  (reversing  13 
Ont.  Rep.  520)  :  Cousineau  v.  London  F.  Ins.  Co.  15  Ont.  Rep.  329;  Lawrence  v. 
Brown,  5  X.  Y.  394, — on  what  necessary  to  establish  an  estoppel  in  pais;  Andrews 
v.  Lyons,  11  Allen,  349 ;  BrinkerhofT-Faris  Trust  &  Sav.  Co.  v.  Horn,  83  Mo.  App, 
114;  Continental  Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Bank,  50  N.  Y.  575;  The  Ottumwa  Belle, 
78  Fed.  643;  Wyckoflf  v.  Page,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,106b;  Twining  v.  Oxley,  3  N.  S. 
18  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  McKay  v.  Bonnett,  114  X.  S.  96;  Plumer  v.  Lord,  9 
Allen,  455,  85  Am.  Dec.  773, — on  necessity  that  there  be  an  intent  to  mislead  in 
order  to  create  an  estoppel  in  pais;  Morgan  v.  Spangler,  14  Ohio  St.  102,  as  quali- 
fied in  a  later  case  on  the  necessity  of  intent  that  representations  be  acted  upon. 
Illustrations  of  estoppel  in  pais. 

Cited  in  Kuhn  v.  Morrison,  23  C.  C.  A.  019,  41  U.  S.  App.  700,  78  Fed.  16,  hold- 
ing that  mortgagee  may  be  estopped  from  setting  up  his  mortgage  as  against 
subsequent  mortgage  where  he  kept  silent  while  he  knew  subsequent  mortgagee 
was  parting  with  his  money  on  subsequent  mortgage;  Jones  v.  United  States,  96 
U.  S.  24,  24  L.  ed.  644,  holding  that  purchaser  is  not  estopped  from  setting  up 
that  when  goods  were  tendered  contract  was  at  an  end,  where  there  was  nothing 
in  case  to  warrant  contractor  in  assuming  that   indulgence  would  be  allowed; 
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Scholey  v.  Rew,  23  WalL  331,  23  L.  ed.  99,  holding  a  devisee  of  real  estate  wlio 
has  received  its  value  in  partition  proceedings  is  estopped  to  set  up  a  demand 
for  a  succession  tax  therein  that  the  devise  is  null  and  void;  Mt.  Pleasant  v. 
Beckwith,  100  U.  S.  514,  25  L.  ed.  699,  holding  the  successor  of  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration taking  all  its  benefits  is  estopped  to  deny  that  she  is  liable  for  attending 
burdens:  Mason  v.  Crosby,  1  Woodb.  &  M.  342,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,234,  on  the 
acquiescence  of  jjrincipal  in  the  actions  of  agents  as  binding  them  thereby;  Doe 
V.  Walters,  16  Ala.  714,  50  Am.  Dec.  200,  holding  that  if  title  to  property  can 
pass  by  delivery  or  by  parol  then  party  is  bound  by  parol  estoppel;  Groton  v. 
Hurlburt,  22  Conn.  178,  holding  person  having  notice  of  relationship  of  petitioner 
for  the  opening  of  a  highway  to  one  of  the  county  commissioners  before  the  hear- 
ing of  the  petition  could  not  raise  such  disqualification  on  the  presentment  of 
the  report  of  commissioners  for  acceptance;  Jewett  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  29  Iowa,  565, 
holding  that  fact  that  insurers  were  notified,  after  fine,  that  subsequent  insurance 
in  other  companies,  had  been  obtained,  and  that  appraiser  was  appointed  by  com- 
pany to  determine  value  of  property  not  destroyed,  does  not  estop  company  from 
setting  up  breach  of  condition;  Cartwright  v.  Bate,  1  Allen,  514,  79  Am.  Dec. 
759,  holding  a  person  who  caused  his  wife  to  be  misled  into  a  belief  that  he  was 
dead  and  that  she  had  a  right  to  remarry  could  not  take  advantage  of  her  conduct; 
Palmer  v.  Welch,  171  Mo.  App.  580,  154  S.  W.  433,  holding  that  estoppel  may 
arise  from  silence  on  part  of  one  who  has  knowledge  of  facts  and  whose  duty 
it  is  to  speak,  if  such  silence  is  iiiisleading;  St.  Louis  v,  Gorman,  29  Mo.  593,  77 
Am.  Dec.  586,  holding  that  estopjjel  in  pais  cannot  apply  where  there  is  inter- 
position of  third  i:)erson  as  agent,  acting  in  violation  of  authority;  St.  Louis 
Wrought  Iron  Range  Co.  v.  Meyer,  31  Neb.  543,  48  N.  W.  395,  holding  person  may 
become  bound  trustee  even  though  he  does  not  expressly  assent,  if  his  silence  indi- 
cates his  acceptance  of  trusteeship;  Deweese  v.  Muff,  57  Neb.  17,  42  L.R.A.  789, 
73  Am.  St.  Rep.  488,  77  N.  W.  361,  holding  that  payment  of  note  to  agent  after 
death  of  principal  will  discharge  debt  where  agent  had  possession  of  note  indorsed 
in  blank,  and  person  paying  did  not  know  of  death ;  Libbey  v.  Pierce,  47  N.  H. 
309,  holding  that  indorsers  of  note  who  were  active  in  procuring  plaintiflf  to  buy 
note  and  did  not  disclose  that  they  were  discharged  because  of  want  of  notice, 
are  estopped  from  setting  up  want  of  notice;  Smith  v.  Gibbs,  44  N.  H.  335,  hold- 
ing that  one  who  makes  sale  of  newspaper  together  with  good  will  is  not  estopped 
from  asserting  right  to  set  up  competency  business,  when  he  did  not  know  that 
appraisal  value  included  such  condition;  Clark  v.  Parsons,  69  N.  H.  147,  76  Am. 
St.  Rep.  157,  39  Atl.  898,  holding  a  remainder  man  is  not  estopped  by  his  silence 
while  the  life  tenant  believing  he  owned  the  fee  improves  the  estate,  where  an 
examination  of  the  records  would  have  disclosed  his  interest;  Odlin  v.  Gove,  41 
N.  H.  465,  77  Am.  Dec.  773;  Davis  v.  Davis,  26  Cal.  23.  85  Am.  Dec.  157, — hold- 
ing that  in  order  to  constitute  equitable  estoppel  with  respect  to  title  to  property, 
it  must  appear  that  party  making  declarations  was  apprised  of  true  state  of  his 
own  title;  Miller  v.  Piatt,  5  Duer,  272,  holding  an  owner  of  land  was  not  estopped 
from  asserting  title  to  by  his  failure  to  speak  when  he  saw  another  erecting  a 
wall  thereon;  Baker  v.  Union  L.  Ins.  Co.  37  How.  Pr.  126,  6  Robt.  393,  holding 
an  insurance  company  was  estopped  from  denying  the  payments  of  premiums  in 
casli  where  they  were  paid  on  notes  but  receipted  for  them  as  cash  payments; 
]}idwell  v.  Pittsburgli,  85  Pa.  412,  35  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  60,  holding  that  where  an 
act  is  done  statement  made  by  a  party,  the  truth  or  efficacy  of  which  it  would 
be  a  fraud  on  his  part  to  controvert  or  impair,  the  character  of  estoppel  will  be 
given  to  what  otherwise  would  be  mere  matter  of  evidence;  Timon  v.  Whitehead, 
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.■)8  Tex.  200,  holding  a  vendee  of  lands  claiming  in  privity  of  estate  to  owner  who 
marked  out  the  boundaries  was  estopped  from  asserting  that  other  boundaries 
enclosed  liis  land;  Ripley  Sons  v.  Billings,  40  Vt.  542,  holding  a  defendant  was 
not  estopped  from  setting  up  that  he  made  a  purchase  for  his  son  and  that  he 
was  not  liable  because  when  pressed  for  payment  said  he  could  not  pay  the  money, 
but  offered  his  note;  The  Philanthropist,  47  Ct.  CI.  151,  holding  that  doctrine  of 
estoppel  is  inapplicable  to  case  where  party  was  not  prevented  from  accomplish- 
ing same  result  tliat  he  would  have  done  if  no  inducement  was  held  out;  The 
Betsey,  44  Ct.  CI.  500,  holding  tliat  estoppel  may  be  invoked  where  one  by  his 
words  or  conduct  will  cause  another  to  believe  existence  of  certain  state  of  facts, 
and  induce  liiiii  to  act  in  tliat  belief;  De  Voss  v.  Richmond,  ]8  Gratt.  338,  98 
Am.  Dec.  640,  holding  on  the  issuing  of  bonds  in  lieu  of  confiscated  bonds  the 
city  could  not  set  up  tliat  they  were  so  issued  as  against  a  purchaser  whore  they 
failed  to  so  state  in  bond  as  ordered;  Reg.  v.  Belleau,  7  Can.  S.  C.  53  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais  as  inapplicable  to  statements  made  by 
public  officers;  Wellband  v.  Walker,  20  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  510,  holding  that  one 
is  estopped  from  setting  up  prior  equitable  claim,  w-liere  legal  title  to  siiares  of 
stock  was  conveyed  to  innocent  purchaser  as  security  for  money  loaned :  True- 
man  V.  Bain,  25  N.  B.  298,  to  tlie  point  that  conduct  in  order  to  become  estoppel 
must  be  intended  to  bring  about  result  whereby  loss  has  arisen  to  other  party; 
Woodberry  v.  Gates,  3  N.  S.  255,  holding  owners  of  adjoining  lots  agreeing  to 
abide  by  certain  boundary  lines  inconsistent  with  their  documentary  title,  will  be 
precluded  by  such  agreement  from  setting  up  other  boundaries;  Crocker  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 10  N.  B.  139,  holding  plaintiff  was  estopped  from  suing  defendant  for 
the  conversion  of  lumber  where  there  had  been  a  prior  agreement  between  them 
whereby  defendant  saved  plaintiff  harmless  from  damages  in  an  action  by  the 
vender  against  plaintiff  for  purchase  price;  \^'alker  v.  Hyman,  1  Ont.  App.  Rep. 
345,  holding  that  wlieii  one  by  conduct,  wilfully  causes  another  to  believe  in  exist- 
ence of  state  of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act  on  that  belief,  former  is  estopped 
from  alleging  different  state  of  things;  Reg.  ex  rel.  Coyne  v.  Chisholm,  5  Ont.  Pr. 
328,  holding  that  voter  who  at  meeting  permitted  his  candidate  for  office  to  Avith- 
draw  is  estopped  from  insisting  that  his  name  be  placed  upon  list  of  candidates; 
Doe  ex  dem.  Green  v.  Higgins,  1  Has.  &  War.  (Pr.  Edw.  Isl.)  496,  holding  the 
vendor  of  a  lot  who  made  a  mistake  in  directing  purchaser  as  to  where  he  might 
build  was  estopped  to  maintain  ejectment  where  the  building  was  erected  on  land 
belonging  to  the  street;  McDonald  v.  Forrestal,  29  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  300.  hold- 
ing that  one  who  consigned  oil  to  refiner  under  agreement  that  title  would  not 
pass  imtil  paid  for,  is  not  estopped  from  claiming  from  purchaser  price  of  such 
oil,  although  purchaser  was  aware  of  agreement;  Doe  ex  dem.  Irvine  v.  Webster, 
2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  224,  holding  that  second  grantee  was  estopped  by  first  deed  from 
claiming  land,  where  nominee  of  crown  before  patent  issued,  conveyed  by  deed  poll 
such  lands,  and  after  issue  of  patent  conveyed  to  second  grantee;  Mc Arthur  v. 
Eagleson,  43  U.  C.  Q.  B.  406,  holding  plaintiff  by  his  negligence  in  not  communi- 
cating with  his  wife  for  over  thirty  years,  during  which  time  she  again  married, 
believing  him  to  be  dead,  was  not  estopped  from  asserting  title  to  land  which  she 
with  her  second  husband  had  conveyed;  Wadling  v.  Oliphant,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  Div. 
145,  45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  173,  33  L.  T.  N.  S.  837,  24  Week.  Rep.  240,  holding  a 
trustee  of  a  bankrupt  without  order  of  discharge  was  not  estopped  to  acquire 
title  to  after  earnings  of  bankrupt  as  against  subsequent  creditors. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  310,  on  estoppel  to  claim  title  by  fraudulent 
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Cited  in  3  Washburn  Real  Prop.  6th  ed.  82,  as  to  when  silence  works  an  estop- 
pel to  claim  title  to  land;  2  Morse  Banks,  4th  ed.  838,  on  estoppel  to  denj-  genuine- 
ness of  signature  to  check;  Reinhard  Ag.  80,  holding  one  out  as  agent;  Tiffany 
Ag.  34,  38,  on  creation  of  agency  by  estoppel. 

Distinguished  in  Mc]\Ianus  v.  Blakeney,  25  N.  B.  216,  holding  under  an  agree- 
ment to  deliver  lumber  to  be  measured  by  a  surveyor  appointed  by  the  purchaser, 
as  against  the  vendor  the  purchaser  was  not  estopped  to  dispute  the  correctness  of 
the  measurement,  altliough  he  had  relied  on  it  in  sorting  logs  from  the  logs  of  a 
third  party;  Goddard  v.  Smith,  L.  R.  3  Prob.  &  Div.  7,  42  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  14,  28 
L.  T.  N.  S.  141,  21  Week.  Rep.  247,  holding  a  person  was  not  estopped  from  bring- 
ing a  suit  to  determine  which  was  the  last  will  of  the  deceased  because  of  the 
fact  that  he  had  withdrawn  a  previous  caveat  and  announced  an  intention  not 
to  seek  to  establish  a  will. 
—  Acquiescence   in    false    appearances. 

Cited  in  Taylor  v.  Ely,  25  Conn.  250;  Bragg  v.  Boston  &  W.  R.  Corp.  9  Allen, 
54;  Stevens  v.  Dennett,  51  N.  H.  324;  Church  v.  Florence  Iron  Works,  45  N.  J. 
L.  129;  Carmichael  v.  Buck,  10  Rich.  L.  332,  70  Am.  Dec.  226;  Lewis  v.  Alex-, 
ander,  51  Tex.  578;  Sullivan  v.  McConnell,  19  C.  C.  A.  400,  30  U.  S.  App.  740, 
73  Fed.  130;  Independent  Electric  Co.  v.  Jeffrey  Mfg.  Co.  76  Fed.  981;  Stewart  v. 
Muirhead,  29  N.  B.  273;  Ewing  v.  Dominion  Bank,  35  Can.  S.  C.  133  (dissenting 
opinion)  ;  Manitoba  Invest.  Asso.  v.  Watkins,  4  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  357;  Doe  ex 
dem.  Tiffany  v.  Miller,  6  U.  C.  Q.  B.  426  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Giddings  v.  Emer- 
son, 24  Conn.  538, — on  mere  silence  of  a  person  as  working  an  estoppel  of  an  as- 
sertion of  a  right;  Baldwin  v.  Howell,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  519,  15  Atl.  236;  Boardman 
v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  84  N.  Y.  157;  Swain  v.  Seamens,  9  Wall.  254,  19 
L.  ed.  554;  Castle  v.  Ruttan,  4  U.  C.  C.  P.  252;  Bays  v.  Ruttan,  6  U.  C.  Q.  B.  263; 
Preston  v.  Wilmot,  23  U.  C.  Q.  B.  348 ;  Ware  v.  Chew,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  493,  11  Atl. 
746, — on  acquiescence  in  actions  of  another  as  estopping  .party  from  raising  ob- 
jections; Turner  v.  Baker,  64  Mo.  218,  27  Am.  Rep.  226,  as  being  qualified  by 
more  recent  decisions  relaxing  rigidity  of  early  rule;  Gilbert  v.  Manchester,  55 
N.  H.  298,  holding  that  city  was  estopped  from  denying  that  street  was  highway, 
where  it  had  used  it  as  such  for  thirty  years;  Polak  v.  Everett,  L.  R.  1  Q.  B. 
Div.  669,  46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  218,  35  L.  T.  N.  S.  350,  24  Week.  Rep.  689,  on  silence 
or  acquiescence  as  estopping  a  party  from  the  assertion  of  a  right;  Gotten  v. 
Williams,  1  Fla.  37,  holding  an  obligor  whose  name  was  added  to  a  bond  after  its 
execution  could  not  avail  himself  of  it  to  defeat  his  own  deed;  Bobbitt  v.  Shryer, 
70  Ind.  513,  holding  a  person  signing  a  note  as  principal  could  not  set  up  as 
against  one  signing  as  a  surety  in  the  belief  that  such  person  was  a  principal,  an 
agreement  that  he  was  merely  a  surety;  Weisser  v.  Denison,  ION.  Y.  68,  61  Am. 
Dec.  731,  holding  a  bank  depositor  Avas  not  estopped  from  recovering  from  tlie 
bank  the  amount  of  checks  forged  in  his  name  by  his  clerk  by  reason  of  his  failure 
to  examine  the  balance  in  his  passbook;  People  v.  Bank  of  North  America,  75 
N.  Y.  547,  holding  state  was  not  estopped  to  deny  the  autliority  of  a  clerk  in  state 
treasurer's  office  to  indorse  drafts  where  defendant  was  not  iniluced  to  receive 
them  by  any  act  of  apparent  authority;  Phillips  v.  Ini  Tluirn,  4  E.  R.  C.  626,  L.  R. 
1  C.  P.  463-473,  35  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  220,  14  L.  T.  N.  S.  406,  14  Week.  Rep.  653. 
holding  defendant  who  acce[)ted  a  bill  for  the  supposed  drawer  in  the  belief  that 
it  was  genuine  is  estopped  to  deny  its  genuineness  as  against  plaintiff  who  dis- 
counted on  the  strength  of  such  acceptance;  Re  Bahia  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  3  Q.  B. 
584,  37  T>.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  176,  9  Best.  &  S.  844,  18  L.  T.  N.  S.  467,  16  Week.  Rep. 
662,  lidldiiig  a  joint  stock  company  issuing  a  certilicate  of  sliares  under  a  forged 
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transfer  was  estopped  from  denying  the  truth  of  such  certificate;  Webb  v.  Heme 
Bay  Comrs.  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  G42,  39  L.  J.  Q.  B.  X.  S.  221,  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  745,  19  Week. 
Rep.  241,  holding  a  corporate  body  issuing  debentures  which  are  assignable  is 
estopped  to  deny  as  against  an  assignee  that  the  debentures  were  illegail}'  issued : 
Ashby  V.  Day,  54  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  935,  holding  a  guarantee  given  a  bank  by  thi; 
directors  of  a  company  was  in  force  after  the  liquidation  of  the  company  and  its 
reconstruction,  where  the  banker's  thinUing  there  had  been  no  change  continued 
the  account  as  before  no  notice  being  given  that  a  new  account  was  given. 

Distinguished  in  Taylor  v.  Jarvis,  14  U.  C.  Q.  B.  128,  holding  that 
upon  judgment  against  one  partner  alone,  goods  of  firm  cannot  be  sold  unless  in 
case  of  dormant  partnerships;  Hunt  v.  McArthur,  24  LT.  C.  Q.  B.  24,  holding 
a  defendant  in  malicious  prosecution  was  not  precluded  from  objecting  to  a 
magistrate's  jurisdiction  by  having  caused  an  application  for  an  arrest  to  him  as 
such;  Simm  v.  Anglo-American  Teleg.  Co.  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  Div.  188,  49  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N. 
S.  392,  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  37,  28  Week.  Rep.  290,  44  J.  P.  280,  holding  defendant  com- 
pany was  not  estopped  from  denying  plaintiff's  riglit  to  title  to  stock  where  plain- 
tifl"  in  purchasing  relied  upon  forged  transfers  of  stock  and  not  on  any  repre- 
sentation of  the  defendant  company:  Vielc  v.  Judson.  82  N.  Y.  32,  holding  an  as- 
signee of  a  mortgage  was  not  estopped  from  enforcing  his  mortgage  as  against 
assignee  of  subsequent  mortgage  by  his  failure  to  correct  record  after  he  had 
knowledge  of  a  fraudulent  discharge  of  his  mortgage  on  the  records  bj*  the  mort- 
gagee. 
—  Acquiescence  in  illegal  involuntary  sale  or  levy. 

Cited  in  Kinsworth  v.  Mitchell,  21  Ark.  145,  holding  a  person  who  purchases 
his  own  land  at  an  illegal  tax  sale  and  assigns  the  certificate  of  purchase  for  a 
valuable  consideration  will  be  estopped  to  deny  the  validity  of  the  tax  sale; 
Radant  v.  Werheim  Mfg.  Co.  lOG  Wis.  GOO,  82  N.  W.  562;  Peiss  v.  Hanchett,  141 
111.  419,  31  N.  E.  165, — holding  a  person  standing  by  and  allowing  his  property  to 
be  levied  on  as  the  property  of  another  will  be  estopped  from  afterwards  assert- 
ing ownership;  Barron  v.  Cobleigh,  11  X.  H.  557,  35  Am.  Dec.  505,  holding  that 
a  bailee  of  goods  attached  by  a  deputy  who  gives  a  receipt  promising  to  redeliver 
on  demand  is  not  estopped  thereby  as  against  a  creditor  of  the  debtor  from  as- 
serting title  in  himself;  West  v.  Tilghman,  31  ,N.  C.  (9  Ired.  L.)-  163,  holding 
that  where  owner  of  slave  stands  by  and  sees  slave  sold  by  another,  having  no 
title,  and  makes  no  objection,  he  is  not  thereby  estopped  from  asserting  his  legal 
title;  Mason  v.  Williams,  66  X'.  C.  564,  holding  that  owner  of  property,  who  with 
full  information,  stands  by  and  sees  his  property  sold  by  another  as  latter's 
property,  is  estopped  from  claiming  title  as  against  purchaser;  Mays  v.  Wherry, 
3  Tenn.  Ch.  SO,  holding  the  silence  of  the  owner  of  land  after  knowledge  that  the 
purchaser  at  a  void  execution  sale  has  sold  to  a  third  person  will  not  estop  him 
fiom  asserting  his  rights;  Doe  ex  dem.  Harley  v.  M'Manus,  1  U.  C.  Q.  B.  141, 
holding  a  person  could  not  deny  the  validity  of  a  seizure  and  sale  of  his  lands 
where  the  sale  took  place  with  his  assent  and  he  received  the  benefits  of;  Patterson 
V.  Smith,  42  U.  C.  Q.  B.  1,  holding  a  person  having  land  of  another  sold  at  an 
execution  sale  was  estopped  to  deny  the  title  acquired  by  the  purchaser  at  such 
sale. 

Distinguislied  in  Montgomery  v.  Hellyar,  9  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  551,  holding  plain- 
tift"  was  not  estopped  from  recovering  damages  for  an  illegal  distress  of  his  goods 
as  those  of  another,  where  he  stood  by  and  did  not  inform  the  persons  seizing  that 
the  goods  belonged  to  him;  Harding  v.  Hall,  14  L.  T.  X'.  S.  410,  14  Week.  Re]>. 
646,  holding  plaintiff  was  not  estopped  from  claiming  property   wrongfully  sold 
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for  distress  of  rent  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  he  stood  by  and  did  not  give  notice 

to  the  purchaser  of  his  claims. 

—  Recognition   of  rights  hostile   to  claim. 

Cited  in  Burbaiik  v.  Haas,  9  La.  Ann.  528;  Pil^e  v.  Merchants'  Mut.  Ins.  Co. 
26  La.  Ann.  505;  Forsyth  v.  Day,  46  Me.  176;  Tower  v.  Haslam,  84  Me.  86,  24 
Atl.  587 ;  Aiulenried  v.  Betteley,  5  Allen,  382,  81  Am.  Dec.  755 ;  St.  Louis  v.  St. 
Louis  Gaslight  Co.  70  Mo.  69;  Davis  v.  Handy,  37  N.  H.  65;  Baker  v.  Union  L. 
Tns.  Co.  6  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  144;  Grissler  v.  Powers,  53  How.  Pr.  194;  Awen  v.  Purdy, 
12  Ohio  St.  73  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Ensel  v.  Levy,  46  Ohio  St.  255,  19  N.  E.  597; 
Imperial  Brewers  v.  Gelin,  IS  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  283;  Ware  v.  Cowles,  24  Ala.  446, 
60  Am.  Dec.  482, —  on  it  being  necessary  that  the  acts  or  admissions  which  estop 
a  party  be  inconsistent  with  the  right  he  afterwards  sets  up;  Fowler  v.  Parsons, 
143  Mass.  401,  9  N.  E.  799,  holding  a  person  standing  by  and  letting  another  pay 
duties  on  goods  under  the  belief  that  they  belong  to  a  third  person  is  estopped 
from  denying  right  of  such  person  to  have  a  lien  for  such  payment;  Erost  v. 
Saratoga  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  5  Denio,  154,  49  Am.  Dec.  234,  holding  insurers  were 
estopped  from  getting  up  a  false  warranty  as  to  the  condition  of  premises  where 
after  the  loss  they  with  a  knowledge  thereof  and  of  the  inaccuracy  of  the  state- 
ment made  assessments  on  the  premium  note  given  by  the  insured  which  was 
paid;  Verrier  v.  Guillou,  14  Phila.  2,  37  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  50,  holding  a  failure  to 
object  to  the  validity  of  a  counter  claim  as  against  the  claim  sued  on  will  preclude 
the  plaintiff  from  setting  up  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations;  Phillips  v. 
Browne,  20  R.  I.  79,  37  Atl.  490,  holding  a  person  purchasing  property  unknown 
to  another  who  is  making  improvements  on  it  at  the  request  of  tlie'  vendor,  who 
stands  by  and  sees  the  improvements  continue  is  estopped  to  set  up  his  title  as 
against  such  party's  right  to  reimbursement;  Sutton  v.  Consolidated  Apex  M'ln. 
Co.  14  S.  D.  33,  84  N.  W.  211,  holding  the  manager  of  a  corporation  who  was  also 
a  stockholder  and  director  who  took  part  in  procuring  loans  secured  by  mortgages 
without  notifying  mortgagees  of  his  lien  for  services  was  estopped  from  assertnig 
that  such  lion  was  prior  to  that  of  the  mortgagees;  Palmer  v.  Miller,  13  Ont. 
Rep.  567,  holding  plaintiff  was  estopped  from  maintaining  an  action  for  com- 
missions wliere  he  was  informed  if  he  pressed  his  claim  his  fatlier's  allowance 
would  be  stopped  and  be  refrained  from  further  attempts  to  recover  until  after  tlio 
fatlier's  death;  Wakefield  v.  Lynn,  5  U.  C.  C.  P.  410,  holding  a  creditor  was  not 
estopped  ))y  levying  on  goods  in  tlie  hands  of  assignee  for  creditors  as  the  goods 
of  tiie  debtors  from  setting  up  liis  title  under  a  chattel  mortgage;  Ruttan  v. 
Weller,  14  U.  C.  Q.  B.  44,  holding  that  person  buying  goods  at  execution  sale  as  bo- 
longing  to  debtor,  cannot  set  tip  as  defense  to  price  that  such  goods  were  liis 
own. 

Distinguished  in  Crutclifield  v.  Hudson,  23  Ala.  393,  holding  a  creditor  who  re- 
ceives his  pro  rata  share  of  proceeds  under  a  deed  of  trust  is  not  thereby  estopped 
from  attacking  the  deed  for  fraud;  Sandys  v.  Hodgson,  9  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  31,  Kt 
Ad.  &  El.  472,  2  Perry  &  D.  435,  50  Revised  Rep.  485,  holding  plaintiff  by  his 
directing  the  delivery  of  a  dog,  the  title  to  which  was  in  dispute  to  defendant  with 
notice  of  an  intention  to  call  for  it  did  not  estop  him  from  proving  title  to  it. 
^Recognition  of  validity  of  sale  without  title. 

Cited  in  Marsh  v.  Smith,  5  Rob.  (La.)  518;  Thompson  v.  Blanchard,  4  N.  Y. 
303;  Gregg  v.  Wells,  8  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  193,  10  Ad.  &  El.  90,  2  Perry  &  D.  2i)«, 
50  Revised  Rep.  347;  Lippniius  v.  ]\IcCiranie,  30  La.  Ann.  1251, — holding  owner 
estopped  who  stands  by  and  allows  projjcrty  to  be  sold  as  tliat  of  anotlier;  Wells 
V.  Pierce,  27  N.  II.  503;  Corbctt  v.  Norcross,  35  N.  II.  99;  Doe  ex  dem.  Elliott  v. 
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Flanagan,  25  N.  B.  154;  GufTey  v.  O'Reilcy,  88  Mo.  418,  57  Am.  Rep.  424,— 
holding  same  where  owner  of  land  stands  by  and  lets  a  person  purchase  from 
another  having  color  of  title;  Williamson  v.  Jones,  30  W.  Va.  231,  25  L.R.A.  222, 
19  S.  E.  436;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Perdue,  40  W.  Va.  442,  21  S.  E.  755; 
Forbes  v.  McCoy,  24  Neb.  702,  40  N.  W.  132, — holding  same  where  person  stands 
by  and  lets  another  purchase  and  make  improvements  on  his  property  without 
asserting  his  title;  McMasters  v.  Atchafalaya  R.  Bkg.  Co.  1  La.  Ann.  11, 
holding  a  person  bidding  on  property  at  a  sale  of  it  was  estopped  from  asserting 
that  he  was  a  purchaser  thereof  at  a  prior  sale;  Champlin  v.  Stoddard,  30  Hun, 
300,  holding  a  person  standing  by  and  seeing  a  trade  secret  sold  as  belonging 
to  another  without  asserting  his  rights  would  be  estopped  to  assert  them  as 
against  the  purchaser;  Beeraer  v.  Oliver,  3  Ont.  Rep.  523,  holding  an  execution 
creditor  accepting  a  dividend  at  a  sale  by  an  assignee  of  the  insolvent  was  es- 
topped from  impeaching  the  sale;  Walton  v.  Bernard,  2  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.) 
344,  holding  a  widow  who  acting  as  the  administratrix  of  her  husband  ordered 
the  sale  of  property  not  subject  to  sale  could  not  assert  her  interest  in  as 
against  a  purchaser. 

Distinguished  in  Stone  v.  Engstrom,  19  R.  I.  201,  32  Atl.  916,  holding  a  devisee 
was  not  estopped  from  asserting  title  to  land  as  against  a  purchaser  under 
a  void  tax  sale  where  he  purchased  at  the  request  of  the  owner  who  intended  to 
make  him  the  owner  by  means  of  the  tax  sale;  Nichols  v.  Campbell,  10  Gratt. 
560,  holding  the  act  of  an  administrator  of  a  creditor  in  a  trust  deed  in  stand- 
ing by  while  a  sale  was  made  of  the  property  could  not  di\est  the  title  of  the 
trustee. 
—  Suffering   appearances   of  ownership   in   others. 

Cited  in  Lindsay  v.  Cooper,  94  Ala.  170,  16  L.R.A.  813,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  105, 
11  So.  325,  holding  a  person  selling  land  as  an  administrator  without  giving 
notice  of  his  own  title  to  is  afterwards  estopped  from  asserting  such  title;  Sal- 
ter V.  Baker,  54  Cal.  140,  holding  a  person  who  for  a  long  term  of  years  allows 
another  to  appear  as  owner  of  land  cannot  assert  a  resulting  trust  in  his  favor 
as  against  a  bank  taking  a  mortgage  of  the  land  as  security  for  a  loan;  Fullerton 
v.  Kennedy,  6  La.  Ann.  312,  holding  a  person  placing  produce  in  the  hands  of 
a  factor  without  having  it  placed  to  his  account  could  not  assert  title  to  as 
against  third  persons;  Martin  v.  Maine  C.  R.  Co.  83  Me.  100,  21  Atl.  740,  hold- 
ing person  stands  by  and  sees  another  improve  an  easement  without  making 
known  his  interest  therein  is  estopped;  Drew  v.  Kimball,  43  N.  H.  282,  SO  Am. 
Dec.  163,  holding  that  person  puts  property  in  hands  of  another  in  such  manner 
that  they  appear  to  be  such  latter  person's  property,  he  is  estopped  from  claim- 
ing title  as  against  attachment  by  creditor  of  bailee;  McCauley  v.  Brown,  2 
Daly,  426,  holding  the  o\vner  of  a  truck  allowing  another  to  take  out  a  license  for 
it  was  estopped  from  asserting  his  ownership  to  as  against  a  purchaser  from  the 
licensee;  Devlin  v.  Pike,  5  Daly,  85,  holding  a  person  purchasing  property  and 
taking  out  title  in  the  name  of  another,  could  not  assert  his  right  to  as  against 
a  jjurchaser  from  such  nominal  owner;  Ramsey  v.  Jones,  41  Ohio  St.  685,  hold- 
ing a  vendor  taking  a  mortgage  which  he  released,  taking  a  second  mortgage, 
the  release  being  recorded  could  not  assert  his  mortgage  as  against  a  bona  fide 
assignee  of  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  vendee  and  recorded ;  Ashley  v.  Pick,  53 
Or.  410,  100  Pac.  1103,  holding  that  owner  of  goods  standing  by  and  allowing 
another  to  treat  them  as  his  own  whenever  third  person  is  induced  to  buy  them 
•cannot  recover  them  from  purchaser:  Byrnes  v.  Morris,  53  Tex.  213,  holding  a 
bidder   at   a   sheriffs   sale   who   takes   title   in   his   name   for   the  benefit  of   tke 
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jiidgmeut  creditor  cannot  place  an  estoppel  where  the  judgment  creditor  after- 
wards has  the  same  land  sold  again  vmder  an  alias  execution  issued  on  the  same 
judgment;  ^Nlason  v.  Bickle,  2  Ont.  App.  Rep.  291,  holding  plaintiffs  were  not  es- 
topped by  leaving  property  in  the  possession  of  purchaser  after  default  in  pay- 
ment for  from  asserting  title  as  against  one  to  whom  it  had  been  transferred 
as  security  for  a  debt;  Doe  ex  dem.  Elliott  v.  Flanagan,  25  N.  B.  154  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  on  estoppel  of  heirs  from  disputing  title  of  purchaser  where  they 
were  present  and  saw  him  purchase  property  at  sheriff's  sale  without  objection ; 
Grossman  v.  Shears,  3  Ont.  App.  Rep.  583,  holding  a  person  by  allowing  another 
to  remain  in  possession  of  his  property  did  not  estop  him  from  asserting  his 
right  to  as  against  a  purchaser  from  such  possessor;  Fleming  v.  West,  14  N.  S. 
294,  holding  defendants  who  had  made  a  conveyance  of  land  could  not  claim 
title  as  against  a  purchaser  from  their  vendee;  McDonald  v.  Weeks,  8  Grant,  Ch. 
(,U.  C.)  297,  holding  an  owner  of  goods  who  so  gives  possession  to  another  as  to 
enable  him  to  hold  himself  out  as  the  true  owner  is  estopped  from  setting  up 
his  title  as  against  a  bona  fide  purchaser;  Henderson  v.  Williams,  11  E.  R.  C. 
105,  [1895]  1  Q.  B.  521,  64  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  308,  72  L.  T.  N.  S.  98,  43  Week. 
Rep.  274,  holding  a  warehouseman  Avho  had  attorned  goods  to  a  purchaser  was 
estopped  to  deny  his  title. 

Cited  in  1  Mechem  Sales,  161,  on  estoppel  of  true  owner  to  claim  title  to 
goods  as  against  purchaser  from  one  to  whom  he  has  given  appearance  of  title 
by  his  conduct;  Parsons  Partn.  4th  ed.  492,  on  effect  of  reputed  ownership  of 
property  in  possession  of  a  person  at  common  law. 

Distinguished  in  Forristal  v.  McDonald,  9  Can.  S.  C.  12  (affirming  29  Grant's 
Ch.  U.  C.  300),  holding  a  consignor  of  crude  oil  to  a  refiner  under  an  agreement 
that  he  should  not  sell,  was  entitled  to  recover  the  purchase  price  from  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  from  the  refiner;  Swan  v.  North  British  Australasian  Co.  5  E. 
R.  C.  140,  2  Hurlst.  &  C.  175,  32  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  273,  10  Jur.  N.  S.  102,  hold- 
ing there  was  not  such  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  making  out  blank 
forms  of  transfer  and  giving  them  to  a  broker,  to  estop  him  from  recovering 
the  stock  from  bona  fide  purchasers  from  broker,  where  the  latter  had  fraudu- 
lently stolen  the  certificates  and  filled  up  the  blank  transfers;  Johnson  v.  Credit 
Lyonnais  Co.  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  Div,  32,  47  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  241,  37  L.  T.  N.  S.  657, 
26  Week.  Rep.  195,  holding  a  purchaser  of  a  quantity  of  tobacco  who  left  the 
dock  warrants  in  the  hands  of  the  seller  was  not  estopped  as  against  one  tak- 
ing the  dock  warrants  as  a  pledge  for  advancements  to  seller  from  asserting  his 
right  to  the  tobacco. 
Estoppel  in  pais  by  admissions  or  representations. 

Cited  in  Gillett  v.  Wiley,  126  111.  310,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  587,  19  N.  E.  287;  Moore 
v.  Pierson,  6  Iowa,  279,  71  Am.  Dec.  409;  Brewer  v.  Boston  &  W.  R.  Corp.  5  Met. 
478,  39  Am.  Dec.  694;  Trimble  v.  WoUman,  71  Mo.  App.  467;  Simons  v.  Steele, 
36  N.  H.  73 ;  Young  v.  Bushnell,  8  Bosw.  1 ;  Beardsley  v.  Post,  14  Ohio  St.  414 ; 
Confederation  Life  Asso.  v.  Howard  Twp.  25  Ont.  Rep.  197;  Forsyth  v.  Bell,  18 
N.  S.  374;   Doe  ex  dem.  Armstrong  v.  Bridges,  12  N.  B.  493;   Flanagan  v.  Doe, 

12  Can.  S.  C.  435;  Gordon  v.  Proctor,  20  Ont.  Rep.  53;  Doe  ex  dem.  Stewart  v. 
McPhee,  1  Has.  &  War.  (Pr.  Edw.  Isl.)  236;  Freeman  v.  Cooke,  11  E.  R.  C.  82, 
18  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  114,  2  Exch,  654,  6  Dowl.  &  L.  187,  12  Jur.  777;  Cornish 
v.  Abington,  28  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  262,  4  Hurlst.  &  N.  549,  7  Week.  Rep.  504; 
Howard  v.  Hudson,  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  341,  2  El.  &  Bl.  1,  17  Jur.  855,  1  Week. 
Rep.  325;  Stimson  v.  Farnham,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  175,  41  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  52,  25  L. 
T.  N.  S.  747,  20  Week.  Rep.  183;   Shropshire  Union  R.  &  Canal  Co.  v.  R.  L.  R. 
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7  IL  L.  406,  45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  31,  32  L.  T.  N.  S.  283.  23  Week.  Rep.  709; 
Rumball  v.  Metropolitan  Bank,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  Div.  194,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
340,  36  L.  T.  N.  S.  240,  25  Week.  Rep.  366 ;  Manchester  &  0.  Bank  v.  Cook,  49  L. 
T.  N.  S.  674;  Low  v.  Bouverie  [1S91]  3  Cli.  82,  60  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  594,  65  L.  T. 
N.  S.  533,  40  Week.  Rep.  50;  Alderson  v.  Maddison,  L.  R.  5  Exch.  Div.  293,  49 
L.  'J.  Exch.  N.  S.  801,  43  L.  T.  N.  S.  349,  29  Week.  Rep.  105;  Wood  v.  Blaney, 
107  Cal.  291,  40  Pac.  428,  on  admissions  or  representations  estopping  person  from 
the  assertion  of  a  right;  Green  v.  Burtch,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  313,  on  a  receipt  or  ac- 
knowledgment under  seal  as  creating  an  estoppel;  The  New  York  Central  No.  19, 
127  Fed.  473,  holding  a  liijellant  who  was  requested  bj'  the  owner  of  a  tug  to  bring 
suit  for  a  collision  while  the  tug  was  in  his  possession  and  responded  that  no 
such  suit  was  intended,  could  not  bring  such  suit  after  the  owner  had  surrendered 
possession;  Andreae  v.  Redfield,  98  U.  S.  225,  25  L.  ed.  158,  holding  collector  of 
customs  was  not  estopped  to  plead  bar  of  statute  of  limitations  for  a  demand  for 
the  refunding  of  duties  illegally  levied  where  the  officers  of  the  custom  house 
made  representations  that  they  believed  that  the  statute  would  not  begin  to 
run  if  certain  action  was  taken;  Preston  v.  ]Mann,  25  Conn.  118,  holding  a  per- 
son making  a  representation  that  a  note  was  good  and  would  be  paid  could  not 
afterwards  be  permitted  to  set  up  the  invalidity  of  the  note  by  a  defense  of 
which  he  was  ignorant;  Talcott  v.  Brackett,  5  111.  App.  60,  holding  a  person 
making  both  a  verbal  and  written  announcement  that  he  had  sold  his  interest 
in  a  paper  would  be  estopped  to  deny  it  as  against  one  acting  on  such  repre- 
sentation; French  v.  Rowe,  15  Iowa,  563,  holding  the  makers  of  a  note  were  es- 
topped in  an  action  on  a  note  from  setting  up  a  defense  of  usury  where  one  of 
the  makers  had  represented  to  the  purchasers  that  the  note  was  all  right  and 
would  be  paid;  Fall  River  Nat.  Bank  v.  Buffinton,  97  Mass.  498,  holding  a  person 
representing  that  what  purported  to  be  his  signature  as  indorser  on  a  note  was 
genuine  was  estopped  from  denying  the  truth  of  his  representation ;  Powell  v. 
Tinsley,  137  Mo.  App.  551,  119  S.  W'.  47,  holding  that  where  parties  took  chattel 
mortgage  on  mules  and  before  taking  mortgage  were  told  by  holder  of  prior  mort- 
gage that  latter's  mortgage  had  been  paid,  statement  raises  estoppel :  Grant  v. 
Cropsey,  8  Neb.  205,  holding  that  bank  is  estopped  by  declarations  of  cashier  in 
respect  to  payment  of  note  held  by  bank,  made  to  indorser ;  Farnum  v.  Br j'ant,  34 
N.  H.  9,  holding  a  person  who  by  his  representations  induces  others  to  alter  their 
previous  position  by  proving  a  will  cannot  deny  the  correctness  of  such  represen- 
tations; Campbell  v.  Nichols,  33  N.  J.  L.  81,  holding  the  maker  of  a  note  as  against 
the  holder  thereof  was  estopped  from  setting  up  that  the  representations  of  his 
agent  when  holder  purchased,  that  the  note  was  already  on  the  market  were  false; 
Kuhl  v.  Jersey  City,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  84,  holding  a  receipt  for  taxes  given  by  tax 
collector  does  not  estop  him  from  showing  that  the  check  was  unpaid  although 
a  purchaser  was  induced  by  such  receipt  to  pay  the  whole  consideration ;  Donald- 
son V.  Hall,  2  Daly,  325,  holding  that  act  or  representation  will  not  operate  as 
estoppel  in  pais,  unless  it  is  made  with  design  to  influence  conduct  of  party  who 
acts  upon  it ;  Kingsley  v.  Vernon,  4  Sandf.  361,  holding  an  indorser  of  a  note  who 
upon  receiving  notice  of  protest  went  to  pay  the  bill  and  w^as  told  by  the  holder 
that  it  was  paid  and  was  thereby  prevented  from  paying  the  bill  therefore  dis- 
charged from  liability ;  Pratt  v.  Ano,  7  App.  Div.  494,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  229,  holding 
defendant  was  not  estopped  from  asserting  that  he  was  not  liable  for  damages  to 
plaintiff's  trees  where  when  his  attention  was  called  to  the  injury  made  tlie  state- 
ment that  he  would  attend  to  it  right  awaj';  Van  Valen  v.  Russell,  13  Barb.  590, 
holding  a  silent  member  of  a  partnership  representing  to  a  creditor  that  hti  was 
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not  a  member  of  the  firm  could  not  afterwards  assert  such  membershij)  to  the  det- 
riment of  the  creditor;  Fleischmann  v.  Stern,  90  N.  Y.  110,  holding  a  party  secur- 
ing an  extension  of  credit  on  the  strength  of  certain  representations  was  estopped 
from  denying  the  truth  of  such  representations;  ]\Iason  v.  Williams,  53  N.  C.  (8 
Jones,  L.)  478,  holding  that  owner  of  chattel  will  be  estopped  from  impeaching 
sale,  where  purchaser  was  induced  by  declarations  of  owner  to  purchase  same 
from  stranger;  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Lucas,  13  Ont.  Rep.  520  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  estoppel  from  testifying  as  to  genuineness  of  signature  by  denying  its  genu- 
ineness; Ryan  v.  Bank  of  Montreal,  14  Ont.  App.  533,  on  reason  upon  which 
doctrine  rests  that  acceptor  cannot  dispute  drawing  of  bill  rests;  Heiminck  v. 
Edmonton,  2  Terr.  L.  R.  462,  holding  a  person  was  estopped  from  denying  that 
a  certain  trail  was  a  highway  wliere  at  arbitration  proceedings  with  reference 
to  such  person's  counsel  contended  it  was  a  highway;  Holton  v.  Sanson,  11  U.  C. 
C.  P.  606,  holding  defendants  who  gave  a  receipt  for  a  certain  amount  of  grain 
were  estopped  from  asserting  that  they  did  not  have  that  amount  of  grain  at 
that  particular  date;  Roe  v.  Mutual  Loan  Fund,  L.  R.  19  Q.  B.  Div.  347,  56  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  541,  35  Week.  Rep.  723,  holding  a  party  treating  a  bill  as  valid 
in  bankruptcy  proceedings  where  it  inured  to  his  benefit  was  estopped  afterwards 
to  deny  its  validity. 

Cited  in  Magee  Banks,  170,  on  bank  being  bound  by  casliier's  declarations  and 
admissions  made  within  scope  of  duty. 
— •  As  to  title. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Schroeder,  Brunner,  Col.  Cas.  072,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,103, 
liolding  a  person  representing  that  certain  machinery  would  pass  by  a  conveyance 
of  mill  and  machinery  was  estopped  from  denying  that  such  machinery  passed 
where  he  secretly  moved  it  from  the  mill  so  it  would  not  pass;  Meisel  v.  Welles, 
107  Mich.  4.13,  65  N.  W.  289,  holding  defendant  avIio  purchased  exempt  property 
from  his  debtor  was  not  estopped  from  asserting  title,  by  his  statement 
to  another  creditor  that  he  had  taken  the  goods  by  attachment  whereupon 
such  creditor  went  to  debtor  and  procured  an  assignment  of  a  right  of 
exemption ;  Campbell  v.  Johnson,  44  Mo.  247,  holding  plaintiff  was  estopped 
from  maintaining  an  ejectment  suit  where  he  had  previously  alleged  that 
defendant  had  not  conveyed  to  Jiim  and  commenced  a  suit  to  recover  the 
purchase  money  and  defendant  paid  it  back  to  him;  Chambers  v.  Ross,  25  N. 
J.  L.  293,  holding  a  landlord  was  not  deprived  of  his  right  to  recover  rent  by  a 
disclaimer  of  his  relation  as  landlord  made  under  a  misapprehension  of  his 
rights;  People's  Bank  v.  Estey.  36  N.  B.  169,  holding  a  representation  by  own- 
er of  logs  that  they  liad  been  sold  to  another  estopped  them  from  setting  up  their 
title  as  against  such  person  when  he  purchased  from  the  sui)poscd  owner;  Dill 
V.  Wilkins,  2  N.  S.  113,  liolding  that  admissions  of  husband,  as  to  boundaries  of 
land  held  in  right  of  wife,  are  not  binding  on  wife  after  his  decease. 
—  As  to  lien  levy  or  involuntary  transfer. 

Cited  in  Dyer  v.  Scalnianini,  09  Cal.  037,  11  Pac.  327,  liolding  tliat  one  al- 
leging that  assessment  for  street  improvement  is  void,  cannot  deny  its  invalidi- 
ty when  sued  on  subsequent  assessment  made  because  of  invalidity  of  first  as- 
sessment; Hill  v.  IMackwclder,  113  111.  283,  holding  a  defendant  in  a  judgment 
who  induces  another  to  redeem  from  tlie  judgment  is  estopped  from  showing  tlie 
invalidity  of  the  jndgment;  Davidson  v.  Follett,  27  Iowa,  217,  99  Am.  Dec.  048, 
liolding  a  holder  of  liens  wlio  on  making  a  settlement  with  an  agent  of  the  owner 
of  lands  represents  that  they  were  all  settled,  cannot  afterwards  assert  title 
under  a  tax  deed  obtained  under  a  certificate  of  sale  held  at  the  time;  Hinchley 
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V.  Greany,  118  Mass.  595,  holding  a  person  could  not  enforce  an  incumbrance- 
against  land  where  at  the  sal"  thereof  at  puljlic  auction  lie  represented  to  the 
purchaser  that  there  was  no  incumbrances  thereon ;  Horn  v.  Cole,  51  N.  H.  287, 
12  Am.  Rep.  Ill,  holding  a  person  representing  goods  to  belong  to  another  in 
order  to  prevent  their  being  attached  as  his  own  cannot  set  up  that  such  repre- 
sentation was  false  where  they  are  attached  as  the  debt  of  such  other  party; 
Phillipsburgh  Bank  v.  Fulmer,  31  N.  J.  L.  52,  86  Am.  Dec,  193,  holding  a  gar- 
nishee was  not  estopped  by  his  statement  that  he  was  indebted  to  defendant  from 
denying  such  indebtedness  where  the  only  action  taken  by  the  plaintiff  was  at- 
tachment proceedings;  Chapman  v.  O'Brien,  2  Jones  &  S.  524,  holding  a  person 
pointing  out  property  to  an  oflicer  as  belonging  to  another  is  estopped  from  as- 
serting afterwards  that  sucii  property  belonged  to  him ;  Waters's  Appeal,  35 
Pa.  523,  78  Am.  Dec.  354,  holding  a  vendor  acknowledging  by  deed  the  receipt 
of  the  purchase  money  and  releasing  all  claim  or  interest  therein  was  estopped 
as  against  subsequent  mortgagers  from  asserting  the  lien  of  a  prior  judgment; 
Allen  V.  Hodge,  51  Vt.  392,  holding  a  mortgagee  was  not  estopped  from  assert- 
ing his  mortgage  as  against  a  purchaser  of  premises  with  knowledge  of  the 
mortgage  by  reason  of  representations  that  when  insurance  on  premises  was  paid 
mortgage  would  be  part  and  the  insurance  was  paid  but  not  applied  on  the 
mortgage:  McKay  v.  Bonnett,  12  N.  S.  137,  holding  plaintiff  was  not  estopped 
from  maintaining  an  action  against  a  sheriff  seizing  horse  while  in  plaintift"'s 
possession  on  his  representation  that  it  belonged  to  another  where  before  the 
sale  plaintiff  notified  officer  that  it  belonged  to  him;  Roblin  v.  Moodie,  15  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  185,  holding  a  person  ccjuld  not  as  against  a  sheriff  claim  goods  as  his 
where  on  the  seizure  he  stated  tliat  they  belonged  to  another. 
How  estoppel  may  be  taken  advantage  of. 

Cited  in  Nixon  v.  Dowdle,  2  D.  L.  R.  397,  liokling  that  party  may  without 
pleading  it,  take  advantage  of  estoppel  arising  from  conduct  or  representation. 
Right  in   property  by  estoppel. 

Cited  in  Western  Nat.  Bank  v.  Brooks,  17  Phila.  141,  42  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  26, 
on   existence   of   right   to   acquire   property    in    chattels   by    estoppel;    Palmer   v. 
Moore  [1900]  A.  C.  293,  09  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  64,  82  L.  T.  N.'s.  167,  on  how  a  right 
may  be  waived  or  abandoned. 
Estopijel  as  a  question  of  fact  for  jury. 

Cited  in  True  v.  True,  33  N.  B.  403,  on  question  of  estoppel  as  being  one  of 
fact  for  jury. 
Control  of  partner  over  partnership  property. 

Cited  in  M'JMillan  v.  Ritcliio,  7  N.  B.  242,  on  right  of  one  partner  to  assign 
the  partnership  propertj^  to  trustees  for  the  payment  of  partnership  debts. 
Trover  by  mortgagee  against  purchaser  of  severed  fixture. 

Cited  in  Cope  v.  Romeyne,  4  McLean,  384,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,207,  on  trover  by 
mortgagee  against  purchaser  of  engine  severed  from  freehold. 

11  E.  R.  C.  82,  FREEMAN  v.  COOKE,  6  Dowl.  &  L.  187,  2  Exeh.  054,  12  Jur. 

777,  18  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  114. 
Necessity  of  pleading  estoppel  in  pais. 

Cited  in  Dean  v.  Crall,  98  Mich.  591,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  571,  57  N.  W.  813,  hold- 
ing at  law  it  need  not  be  pleaded;    Nixon  v.  Dowdle,   2   D.   L.   R.   397,   holding 
that  party  may  witliout  pleading  it,  take  advantage  of  estoppel  raised  by  conduct 
or  representations;  Hegan  v.  Fredericton  Boom  Co.  18  N.  B.  10.3,  liokling  estoppel 
Notes  on  E.  R.  C. — 70. 
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in  pais  maj'  be  pleaded;  Cleat  v.  Elliott,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  252.  holding  estoppel  in  pais 
may  be  pleaded,  although  it  might  estop  the  party  in  evidence;  Miller  v.  Weldon, 
13  N.  B.  188,  on  necessity  of  pleading  estoppel  by  record  and  by  deed. 
Pleas  in  trover. 

Cited  in  Monaghan  v.  Hayes,  4  U.  C.  C.  P.  1,  on  sufficiency  of  plea  in  confes- 
sion and  avoidance  in  trover. 
Estoppel   in   pais. 

Cited  in  Gillett  v.  Wiley,  126  111.  310,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  587,  19  N.  E.  287, 
holding  that  facts  which  give  rise  to  estoppel  in  pais  jiiust  be  such  as  to  make 
it  inequitable  to  allow  party  estopped  to  assent  to  that  which  would  be  otherwise 
his  right;  Hefner  v.  Dawson,  63  111.  403,  14  Am.  Rep.  123,  holding  statements 
ivnov.ingly  made  with  intention  to  induce  another  to  forego  taking  action,  and 
which  do  induce  omission  to  take  action  to  injury  of  such  other,  create  estoppel; 
McManus  v.  Blackeney,  25  N.  B.  216,  holding  there  must  have  been  intention 
that  representation  would  induce  action,  and  there  must  have  been  action  in 
reliance  thereon;  Parton  v.  Prang,  3  Cliff.  537,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,784,  on  suffi- 
ciency of  acts  and  declarations  to  create  estoppel;  Twining  v.  Oxley,  3  N.  S.  18 
(dissenting  opinion)  on  estoppel  where  intention  that  action  should  result,  and 
action  thereupon  concur;  Fairman  v.  Fairman,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  435,  on  scope  of 
estoppel;  Russell  v.  Watts,  L.  R.  10  App.  Cas.  590,  55  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  158,  53  L. 
T.  N.  S.  876,  34  Week.  Rep.  277,  50  J.  P.  68  (dissenting  opinion),  on  estoppel 
by  active  misleading. 

Cited  in  Benjamin  Sales  5th  ed.  106,  on  quasi  mutual  consent  to  contract  by 
estoppel;  Benjamin  Sales  5th  ed.  865,  on  estoppel  of  warehousemen  or  bailees 
by  conduct;  Pomeroy  Spec.  Perf.  2d  ed.  97,  on  representations  of  facts  as  being 
the  occasions  of  right  liy  estoppel;  2  Mechem  Sales,  700,  on  estoppel  to  deny 
that  intention  marifested  was  real  intention  where  a  person  manifests  an  inten- 
tion to  another  party  so  as  to  induce  the  other  party  to  act  upon  it. 

Distinguished  in  R.  v.  Belleau,  7  Can.  S.  C.  53  (dissenting  opmion).,  denying 
estoppel  against  government  by  acts  of  its  ministers. 

—  Element  of  misrepresentation. 

Cited  in  Kingsley  v.  Vernon,  4  Sandf.  361,  holding  that  misrepresentation  may 
work  estoppel  if  acted  upon  in  belief  that  it  is  true,  to  his  prejudice;  Con- 
federation Life  Asso.  v.  Howard  Twp.  25  Ont.  Rep.  197,  holding  estoppel  does  not 
arise  against  corporation  which  issues  debenture  which  does  not  state  purposes 
for  wliich  issued  but  refers  to  by-law  which  is  invalid,  disclosing  such  purpose, 
there  being  no  representation  as  to  validity  of  debenture;  Young  v.  Taylor,  25 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  583,  holding  it  does  not  arise  where  representation  is  merely  con- 
ditional; Citizens'  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  352,  43  L.  J.  Ch.  N. 
S.  209,  22  Week.  Rep.  194,  holding  estoppel  does  not  arise  Avhere  misrepresenta- 
tion is  of  intention  and  not  of  fact. 

—  Elenu-nt  of  intention   to   influence  action. 

Cited  in  Giddings  v.  Emerson,  24  Conn.  538,  holding  if  representation  is  not 
absolutely  wilful,  must  be  grossly  careless  and  culpable  and  intended  to  induce 
action  to  other's  prejudice;  Taylor  v.  Ely,  25  Conn.  250,  liolding  no  estoppel 
arises  if  representation  or  concealment  were  not  wilfully  fraudulent,  or  not  at- 
tended with  such  gross  negligence  as  to  be  tantamount  thereto;  Piper  v.  Gilmore, 
49  Me.  149,  holding  estoppel  not  created  in  absence  of  proof  of  intention  to 
deceive  other  pyirty  to  his  injury;  Plumer  v.  Lord,  9  Allen,  455,  85  Am.  Dec. 
773,  holding  declarations  or  acta  must  be  accompanied  with  design  to  mislead; 
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Langdon  v.  Doiid,  70  Allen,  433,  lioldin;,'  iiitcntion  to  deceive  an  essential  ele- 
ment; Andrews  v.  Lyons,  11  Allen,  349,  holding  knowledge  and  intent  that  rep- 
resentations are  to  be  acted  on  necessary;  Moore  v.  Spiegel,  143  Mass.  413,  9 
N.  E  827,  holding  intention  that  other  party  shall  act  on  representation  es- 
sential; Meisel  v.  Welles,  107  Mich.  453,  65  N.  W.  289,  liolding  estoppel  does 
not  arise  where  statement  was  not  intended,  nor  well  calculated,  to  induce  action 
taken  by  other  party;  Kuhl  v.  Jersey  City,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  84,  holding  there  must 
be  intention,  actual  or  presumed,  to  influence  the  conduct  of  otlier  party;  Con- 
tinental Nat.  Bank  v.  National  Bank,  50  N.  Y.  575,  holding  wilful  intention 
not  necessary,  but  estoppel  arises  where  representation  is  such  that  sensibh; 
man  would  take  to  be  true  and  believe  it  was  meant  to  be  acted  upon  and  lie 
does  so  act;  Kingsle^'  v.  Vernon,  4  Sandf.  361,  holding  it  arises  where  holder, 
after  notice  given  of  protest,  erroneously  but  honestly  informs  indorser  bill  is 
paid  where  latter  is  prevented  from  collecting  from  drawer  the  acceptor  being 
insolvent  at  time;  Folz  v.  Cincinnati,  2  Handy  (Ohio)  261,  holding  intention 
to  influence  conduct  of  otlier  party  necessai'y;  IMorgan  v.  Spanglcr,  14  Ohio 
St.  102,  holding  it  does  not  arise  in  favor  of  stranger  casually  bearing  decla- 
ration to  another  whose  conduct  is  sought  to  be  influenced;  Loper  v.  Robinson, 
54  Tex.  510,  holding  party  who  makes  false  statement,  although  innocently 
made  or  honestly  believed,  with  intention  to  influence  and  wliich  do  influence 
conduct  of  another,  estopped  to  deny  their  truth;  The  Ottumwa  Belle,  78  Fed. 
643,  holding  active  intent  to  mislead  not  essential  if  statements  were  calulated  to 
mislead  and  did  actually  mislead  another  acting  in  good  faith  and  in  exercise 
of  reasonable  care;  Flanagan  v.  Doe,  12  Can.  S.  C.  435,  holding  it  does  not  arise 
where  representation  was  not  intended  to  influence  conduct  of  other  party  and 
does  not  in  fact  do  so;  People's  Bank  v.  Estey,  34  Can.  S.  C.  429  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  n'ecessity  of  knowledge  and  intent  to  create  estoppel;  Mason  v 
Bickle,  2  Out.  App.  Rep.  291;  Forsyth  v.  Bell,  IS  N.  S.  374;  Walker  v.  Hyman, 
1  Ont.  App.  Rep.  345;  McKay  v.  Bonnett,  14  N.  S.  96, — holding  estoppel  does 
not  arise  where  representation  was  not  made  with  intention  it  should  be  acted 
on  and  such  intention  could  not  reasonably  be  inferred;  Johnson  v.  Lounsbury, 
32  N.  B.  86;  Macfarlane  v.  Allan,  6  U.  C.  C.  P.  497,— holding  one  who  without 
fraud  goes  before  purported  officer,  who  was  in  good  faith  supposed  to  be  such, 
and  acknowledges  recognizance  not  estopped  to  dispute  authority  of  such  of- 
ficer; Bank  of  Montreal  v.  Hopkins,  2  U.  C.  Err.  &  App.  458,  holding  estoppel 
does  not  arise  where  representation  to  third  party  is  not  meant  to  be  communi- 
cated and  is  not  such  as  reasonably  would  influence  conduct  of  another. 

Cited  in   Benjamin   Sales   5tli  ed.   112,  on  estoppel  to  deny  that  intention  as 
manifested  was  party's  real  intention;   3  W'ashburn  Real  Prop.  6th  ed.  86,  on 
intent  to  deceive  as  necessary  element  of  title  to  laud  by  fraudulent  misrepre- 
sentations. 
—  Element  of  reliance  ami   inducement   to  action. 

Cited  in  Farmers'  &  M.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Brown,  10  Jones  &  S.  522,  holding  inten- 
tion immaterial  where  conduct. of  party  does  not  induce  action  by  other;  Andrews 
V.  .Etna  L.  Ins.  Co.  85  N.  Y.  334,  holding  misrepresentation  must  be  the  im- 
mediate or  proximate  cause  of  action  on  part  of  other  party;  Jones  v.  United 
States,  96  U.  S.  24,  24  L.  ed.  644,  holding  it  does  not  arise  where  representations 
do  not  cause  other  party  to  change  his  position;  Hurt  v.  Riffle,  11  Fed.  790,  hold- 
ing it  does  not  arise  where  conduct  does  not  induce  action  by  other  party;  FuU- 
erton  v.  Ibbitson,  12  N.  S.  225,  holding  it  does  not  arise  where  party  is  not  by 
reason  of  representation  induced  to  change  his  position;    Trueman  v.  Bain,  25 
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N.  B.  298,  holding  estoppel  does  not  arise  where  representation  does  not  induce 
action  by  other ;  Hughes  v.  Eees,  10  Out.  Pr.  Rep.  oOl,  holding  one  who  by  his 
representations  induces  another  to  make  advances  bound  to  make  good  his  rep- 
resentations and  indemnify  such  party  for  his  advances;  Hunt  v.  McArthur, 
24  U.  C.  Q.  B.  254,  holding  it  does  not  arise  in  favor  of  one  who  does  not  alter 
his  position  or  act  upon  representation;  Baker  v.  Lyman,  38  U.  C.  Q.  B.  498, 
on  right  of  recovery  where  party's  conduct  has  induced  action  by  other  to  his 
damage;  Angus  v.  Dalton,  L.  E.  3  Q.  B.  Div.  85,  L.  E.  4  Q.  B.  Div.  162,  10  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  98,  holding  estoppel  cannot  arise  where  not  only  no  assent  was  given 
but  none  could  be  implied  to  acts  of  other;  Roe  v.  Mutual  Loan  Fund  Asso.  50 
L.  T.  N.  S.  631;  Miles  v.  Mcllwraith,  L.  E.  8  App.  Cas.  120,  52  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S. 
17,  48  L.  T.  N.  S.  689,  31  Week.  Eep.  591,— holding  no  estoppel  arises  where 
representation  does  not  induce  action;  Low  v.  Bouverie  [1891]  3  Ch.  82,  GO  L. 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  594,  65  L.  T.  N.  S.  533,  40  Week.  Eep.  50,  holding  estoppel  not 
created  where  party  claiming  estoppel  makes  mistake  in  construction  of  other's 
statement. 

—  Element  of  prejudice  to  person  claiming  estoppel. 

Cited  in  Chambers  v.  Eoss,  25  N.  J.  L.  293,  holding  it  does  not  arise  where 
other  party  has  not  been  induced  to  act  upon  the  representation  or  conduct; 
Swain  v.  Seaniens,  9  Wall.  254,  19  L.  ed.  554,  holding  where  party  has  by  his  con- 
duct encouraged  act  to  be  done  by  another,  wherebj'  latter  changes  his  position, 
former  cannot  to  prejudice  of  latter  assert  legal  rights  against  such  act;  Andreae 
v.  Eedficld,  98  U.  S.  225,  25  L.  ed.  158,  holding  statement  that  statute  of  limita- 
tions should  cease  to  run  docs  not  estop  party  from  setting  up  svicli  statute  where 
promise  is  void  because  oral,  which  does  not  amount  to  promise,  and  all  facts 
in  case  are  equally  well  known  to  both  parties;  Danks  v.  Park,  Cameron  (Can. 
200,  on  non-liability  of  a  member  of  a  partnership  on  a  note  fraudulently  ob- 
tained by  a  third  person  from  another  i:)artner  who  had  withdrawn  from  the 
partnership  and  was  at  the  time  a  member  of  a  partnership  of  the  same  name, 
and  neither  the  bona  fide  purchaser  or  the  indorsee  had  heard  of  the  partner- 
ship until  the  note  was  offered  to  them;  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Lucas,  13  Ont.  Eep. 
520  (dissenting  opinion),  on  necessity  of  prejudice  by  reliance  on  representa- 
tions or  acts  of  other  party;  Stimson  v.  Farnham,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  175,  41  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  N.  S.  52,  25  L.  T.  N.  S.  747,  20  Week.  Eep.  183,  holding  sheriff,  who  on 
writ  fieri  facias  makes  return  of  seizing  property  of  judgment  debtor,  it  being 
in  ills  possession  and  apparently  his,  not  estopped  in  action  for  not  levying  to 
prove  goods  did  not  belong  to  debtor,  no  actual  damage  resulting  to  creditor, 
and  he  having  directed  sheriff  to  withdraw  from  possession. 

—  By  conduct  or  acquiescence  or  negligent  silence. 

Cited  in  Willis  v.  Carpenter,  14  Nat.  Bankr.  Eeg.  521,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,770, 
holding  that  person  who  takes  bill  of  sale  of  goods  and  persists  in  claiming 
goods  as  owner  is  estopped  from  claiming  them  as  security  only;  Leather 
Mfrs.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morgan,  117  U.  S.  96,  29  L.  ed.  811,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  657, 
liokling  depositor  who  does  not  with  due  diligence  examine  pass-book  returned 
to  him,  estopped  to  dispute  correctness  of  balance  shown  where  bank  is  preju- 
diced thereby;  Blake  v.  Scott,  92  Ark.  46,  121  S.  W.  1054,  holding  that  abutting 
owner  who  sees  work  of  constructing  sidewalk  progress  and  makes  no  objection 
cannot  escape  payment  of  expense;  Tracy  v.  Lincoln,  145  Mass.  357,  14  N.  E.  122, 
holding  estoppel  arises  where  one  negligently  remains  silent  where  it  is  his  duty 
to  disclose  truth;  Stevens  v.  Dennett,  51  N.  H.  324,  holding  it  arises  when 
party    under   duty   to   speak    remains    silent,   although    he   be  not  guilty   of   bad 
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faith;  Alvord  v.  United  States,  8  Ct.  CI.  3G4,  holding  it  arises  where  one  party 
remains  silent  when  in  good  conscience  he  is  bound  to  speak,  whereby  he  in- 
duces action  on  part  of  other  party  to  his  prejudice;  Simons  v.  Steele,  3fl  N. 
H.  73,  holding  that  where  one  by  words  or  conduct,  causes  another  to  believe 
in  existence  of  certain  state  of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act  on  that  belief, 
is  concluded  from  averring  against  latter  different  state  of  things;  Millur'l 
V.  Barton,  13  R.  I.  601,  43  Am.  Rep.  51,  on  estoppel  against  maker  of  promis- 
sory note  arising  from  his  negligence;  Stewart  v.  Muirhead,  29  N.  B.  273,  hold- 
ing silence  does  not  raise  estoppel  where  party  does  not  know  all  the  facts; 
Palmer  v.  Miller,  13  Ont.  Rep.  567,  holding  one  who  remains  silent  when  he  ia 
bound  to  assert  himself  in  one  of  two  ways,  and  in  reliance  thereon  other  party 
expends  large  sums  in  accordance  with  such  procedure,  estopped  to  adopt  con- 
trary course;  Cousineau  v.  London  F.  Ins.  Co.  15  Ont.  Rep.  329,  on  sufliciency 
of  conduct  to  create  estoppel;  Gilpin  v.  Scovil,  12  N.  B.  378,  on  creation  of 
estoppel  by  acts  of  party ;  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Lucas,  15  Ont.  App.  Rep.  573 
(ditjscnting  opinion),  on  estoppel  by  negligentl}'  refraining  fi'om  speaking;  Cross- 
man  V.  Shears,  3  Ont.  App.  Rep.  583,  holding  one  not  estopped  by  silence  where 
he  is  ignorant  of  true  facts;  Johnson  v.  Credit  Lyonnais  Co.  L.  R.  3  C.  P.  Div.  32, 
47  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  241,  37  L.  T.  N.  S.  657,  26  Week.  Rep.  195,  holding  it  ^oes 
not  arise  where  party  is  ignorant  of  facts  on  which  it  is  based;  Arnold  v. 
Cheque  Bank,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  Div.  578,  45  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  562,  34  L.  T.  N.  S.  729. 
24  Week.  Rep.  759,  holding  negligence  must  be  in  the  transaction  itself  and 
be  proximate  cause  of  inducing  other  party  into  mistake;  Davis  v.  Bowmar,  55 
Miss.  671  (dissenting  opinion)  ;  Germain  v.  Shuert,  7  U.  C.  C.  P.  86;  Roden 
V.  London  Small  Arms  Co.  46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  213,  35  L.  T.  N,  S.  505,  25  Week. 
Rep.  269, — on  estoppel  created  by  conduct;  Campbell  v.  Johnson,  44  Mo.  247, 
holding  one  who  begins  suit  for  purchase  money  on  failure  of  consideration 
and  in  consequence  thereof  is  paid  back  such  purchase  money  cannot  sue  such 
party  in  ejectment;  Betts  v.  Menzies,  20  E.  R.  C.  539,  10  H.  L.  Cas.  117,  9 
Jur.  N.  S.  29,  31  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  233,  7  L.  T.  N.  S.  110,  11  Week.  Rep.  1,  holding 
patentee  who  on  faith  of  suggestion  to  Crown  procures  grant  of  patent  is  pre- 
cluded as  against  crown  from  denying  truth  of  suggestion;  Maxted  v.  Paine, 
L.  R.  6  Exch.  132,  40  L.  J.  Exch.  57,  24  L.  T.  N.  S.  149,  19  Week.  Rep.  527, 
holding  failure  to  comply  with  established  usage  of  particular  trade  whereby 
another  is  prejudiced  raises  estoppel  against  first  party  from  afterward  relying 
on  it;  Hardy  v.  Chesapeake  Bank,  51  Md.  562,  34  Am.  Rep.  325,  holding  duty 
rests  on  depositor  to  examine  pass-book  with  ordinary  diligence,  and  failure  so  to 
do  estops  him  to  recover  for  payment  on  forged  check  shown  therein;  De  Vosa 
v.  Richmond,  18  Gratt.  338,  98  Am.  Dec.  646,  holding  that  city  is  liable  upon 
bonds  issued  where  by  its  ov?n  undertaking  it  was  its  duty  to  make  known 
truth  as  to  character  of  each  bond  issued,  but  did  not  do  so;  Ewing  v.  Dominion 
Bank,  35  Can.  S.  C.  133,  holding  purported  maker  who  neglects  for  unreasonable 
time  after  notice  to  notify  bank  that  note  is  forgery  wiiereby  bank  pays  out 
money  thereon,  estopped  to  deny  signature;  Burton  v.  Goffin,  5  B.  C.  454,  hold- 
ing accommodation  endorser  who  endorses  note  containing  blank  spaces  for 
name  of  payee  and  rate  of  interest  estopped  to  deny  authority  of  maker  to  fill 
in  spaces;  Ewing  v.  Dominion  Bank,  35  Can.  S.  C.  133,  holding  that  one  who 
is  notified  by  bank  that  it  holds  note  against  him,  is  estopped  from  denying 
signature,  if  he  fails  to  notify  bank  that  note  is  forgery;  Imperial  Brewers  v. 
Gelin,  18  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  283,  holding  that  one  purchasing  chattels  that  are 
mortgaged  is  estopped  from  disputing  lien  where  he  knew  of  its  existence;  Doe 
ex  dem.  Elliott  v.  Flanagan,  25  N.  B.  154    (dissenting  opinion),  on  estoppel  of 
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person  by  conduct  or  representations;  Fisher  y.  Woodstock,  29  N.  B.  192,  hold- 
ing that  person  who  sells  goods  is  not  estopped  from  siiing  person  receiving 
them  because  he  sent  bill  to  another  person;  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Lucas,  13  Ont. 
Rep.  520,  holding  that  one  is  not  estopped  from  disputing  liis  signature  to  draft 
because  he  did  not  inform  bank  at  once  of  its  character;  Merchants'  Bank  v. 
Lucas,  15  Ont.  App.  Rep.  573,  holding  that  one  who  saw  draft  alleged  to  be 
forged  but  did  not  directly  deny  signature  was  not  estopped  from  claiming  that 
it  was  forgery;  Dominion  Bank  v.  Ewing,  7  Ont.  L.  Rep.  90,  holding  where 
bank  notifies  ostensible  maker  of  discount  of  note,  and  maker  remains  silent 
and  does  not  notify  bank  of  forgery  until  after  large  part  of  proceeds  of  dis- 
count is  paid,  such  maker  estopped  to  deny  signature;  Scott  v.  Bank  of  New 
Brunswick,  31  N.  B.  21,  holding  one  who  unreasonably  delays  in  notifying  bank 
of  forgery  of  instrument  purported  to  have  been  signed  by  him,  whereby  bank 
loses  opportunity  to  recover  from  one  to  whom  it  has  paid  money  on  instrument, 
estopped  to  recover  from  bank;  M'Kenzie  v.  British  Linen  Co.  L.  R.  6  App.  Cas. 
82,  44  L.  T.  N.  S.  431,  29  Week.  Rep.  477,  holding  one  who  knows  of  forgery  of  his 
signature  to  instrument  and  stands  by  and  sees  bank  alter  its  position  for 
worse  in  reliance  on  genuineness  of  signature,  estopped  to  set  up  forgery; 
Scholfield  V.  Londesborough  [1S05"1  1  Q.  B.  536,  holding -acceptor  of  draft  not 
estopped  from  setting  up  true  facts  Avhere  after  acceptance  draft  is  fraudulent- 
ly altered  by  drawer. 
^Suffering  another  to  incur  contract  rights  and  duties. 

Cited  in  Scholcy  v.  Rew,  23  Wall.  331,  23  L.  ed.  99,  holding  alien  devisee 
who  receives  value  of  land  in  partition  proceedings  estopped  to  assert  validity 
of  devise  in  proceedings  to  collect  succession  tax  thereon ;  Merchants'  Bank  v. 
Moffatt,  5  Ont.  Rep.  122,  holding  one  who  executes  agreement  without  investi- 
gation and  in  reliance  on  representation  as  to  legal  efl'ect  made  by  joint  obligor, 
estopped  as  against  other  obligor  who  made  no  representation  nor  authorized 
any,  from  denying  liability  thereon;  Beemer  v.  Oliver,  3  Ont.  Rep.  523,  holding 
execution  creditor  who  purchases  at  sheriff's  sale,  and  later  accepts  dividend 
from  assignee  of  execution  debtor  on  sale  of  same  property,  the  former  sale 
having  been  declared,  in  collateral  proceeding,  fraudulent,  estopped  to  impeach 
validity  of  sale  by  assignee;  Bingham  v.  Mulholland,  25  U.  C.  C.  P.  210,  hold- 
ing wliere  one  party's  conduct  is  such  as  to  justify  belief  that  he  intends  to 
abandon  contract,  and  other  party  thereupon  abandons  it,  first  party  estopped  to 
thereafter  enforce  contract;  Eraser  v.  Wallace,  11  N.  S.  337,  holding  landlord 
who  agrees  that  if  furniture  is  sold  tenant  he  will  not  destrain,  cannot  on  such 
purchase  destrain  same;  Patterson  v.  Smith,  42  U.  C.  Q.  B.  1,  holding  execution 
creditor  cannot  after  payment  of  purcliase  price  by  purchaser  dispute  his  title 
under  such  sale;  McArthur  v.  Eagleson,  43  U.  C.  Q.  B.  406,  holding  husband, 
who  is  absent  from  home  for  thirty  years  and  does  not  communicate  with  wife 
who  marries  again  and  conveys  property  owned  by  first  husband,  not  estopped  to 
maintain  ejectment  against  such  purchaser;  Wallis  v.  Biddick,  22  Week.  Rep. 
70,  holding  where  tradesman  is  not  authorized  to  give  credit  to  wife  during 
cohabitation  with  husband,  latter  not  estopped  on  separation  by  failure  to 
give  notice  to  tradesman  of  separation;  Harris  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  L.  R. 
1  Q.  B.  Div.  515,  45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  729,  34  L.  T.  N.  S.  647,  25  Week.  Rep.  63, 
holding  estoppel  arises  wliere  one  by  liis  actions  induces  other  to  believe  he 
relies  on  latter 's  contract  whereby  his  liability  in  transaction  is  limited;  Baker  v. 
Union  L.  Ins.  Co.  37  How.  Pr.  126,  0  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  144,  6  Robt.  393,  holding 
it  arises   against  insurance  company   wliere   it  receives  notes  for   premium   and 
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issues  receipt  as  of  so  much  cash,  the  beneficiary  not  knowing  of  the  form  of 
payment;  Wellband  v.  Walker,  20  IManitoba  L.  Rep.  510,  holding  that  one  having 
equitable  title  to  certain  stock  is  estopped  from  setting  it  up  as  against  one 
who  advanced  money  on  such  stock  to  holder  of  legal  title;  Scott  v.  Bank  of 
New  Brunswick,  31  N.  B.  21,  holding  that  person"  who  concealed  forgery  of  his 
name  from  bank  tlmt  advanced  money  on  strength  of  pai)er,  is  estopped  from 
denying  signature;  Smith  v.  Commercial  Union  Ins.  Co.  33  U.  C,  Q.  B.  69, 
holding  insurance  comjjany  which  by  its  conduct  makes  compliance  with  con- 
ditions in  policy  impossible,  estopped  to  set  up  failure  to  comply  with  such 
conditions;  Lawrence  v.  Dana,  4  Cliff.  1,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,136,  on  creation  of 
estoppel  by  representations  and  conduct  as  to  discharge  of  contract;  Mandle- 
baum  V.  North  American  Min.  Co.  4  Mich.  465,  holding  corporation  which  issues 
new  certificate  and  transfers  stock  on  its  books,  knowing  title  is  questionable, 
estopped  to  deny  ownership  in  such  holder;  Kisterbock's  Appeal,  127  Pa.  607, 
14  Am.  St.  Rep.  868,  IS  Atl.  381,  24  W.  N.  C.  446,  46  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  517, 
holding  corporation  which  issiics  stock  and  receives  payment  therefor  estopped 
to  iLeny  validity  of  stock;  Smith  v.  Walkerville  Malleable  Iron  Go.  23  Out 
App.  Rep.  95,  holding  corporation  which  issues  new  certificate  on  assignment  of 
shares,  without  production  of  old  certificate,  not  estopped  from  disputing  title 
of  holder  of  old  certificate  subsequently  presented;  R.  v.  Chesley,  16  Can.  S. 
C.  306,  on  estoppel  to  deny  execution  of  bond  where  other  party  has  acted  there- 
on; Webb  V.  Heme  Bay  Comrs.  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  642,  39  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  221,  22 
L.  T.  N.  S.  745,  19  Week.  Rep.  241,  holding  corporation  which  issues  assignable 
debentures  which  purport  to  have  been  executed  by  statutory  power,  estopped 
as  against  innocent  assignee  for  value  from  alleging  invalidity  of  issue;  Re 
Bahia  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  584,  37  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  176,  9  Best.  &  S.  844, 
18  L.  T.  N.  S.  467,  16  Week.  Rep  862,  holding  company,  Avhich  om  transfer  of 
stock,  which  is  afterward  discovered  forged,  issues  new  certificate,  and  such 
holder  transfers  shares  to  bona  fide  purchaser,  estopped  from  denying  validity 
of  such  shares;  Bloomenthal  v.  Ford  [1897]  A,  C.  156,  66  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  253, 
76  L.  T.  N.  S.  205,  45  Week.  Rep.  449,  holding  Avhere  on  loan  to  limited  com- 
pany it  issues  as  collateral  shares  represented  as  fully  paid  up,  it  cannot  there- 
after on  winding  up  assert  shares  are  not  fully  paid;  Bank  of  England  v. 
Vagliano  Bros.  [1891]  A.  C.  107,  60  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  145,  3  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
695,  on  estoppel  to  deny  signature  to  instrument  arising  from  negligent  conduct 
in  permitting  payment  thereon. 
—  Misrepresentation,  silence  or  disavowal  as  to  title. 

Cited  in  Smith  v.  Schroeder,  Brunner,  Col.  Cas.  672,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,103, 
holding  one  who  wilfully  represents  certain  condition  to  exist  so  as  to  induce 
purchase,  and  before  execution  of  deed  changes  that  condition  to  prevent  deed 
from  acting  thereon,  estopped  to  deny  existence  thereof;  Bragg  v.  Boston  &  W.  R. 
Corp.  9  Allen,  54,  holding  that  one  whose  property  has  been  sold  from  time 
to  time  by  another  person,  without  authority  is  not  estopped  from  maintaining 
action  against  purchaser,  merely  because  he  knew  of  such  sales  but  was  not 
present;  Young  v.  Bushnell,  8  Bosw.  1,  holding  it  does  not  arise  where  vendor 
say:5  or  does  nothing  to  induce  purchase,  and  no  circumstances  exist  which  could 
have  induced  suspicion  on  his  part  that  vendee  would  be  influenced  by  his  con- 
duct; Bocock  V.  Pavey,  8  Ohio  St.  270,  holding  it  arises  where  one  party  in- 
duces purchase  of  land  from  third  party  under  representations  as  to  ownership, 
and,  without  disclosing  own  claim;  Forbes  v.  McCoy,  24  Neb.  702,  40  N.  W. 
132,  holding  one  who  knowingly  though  passively  allows  one  to  purchase  land 
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under  supposition  that  first  party  is  owner  without  stating  own  claim,  estopped 
to  assert  own  rights  thereafter  against  purchaser;  Beardsley  v.  Foot,  14  Ohio  St. 
414,  84  Am.  Dec.  405,  holding  admissions  as  to  title  made  under  intention  and 
expectation  that  action  of  other  party  would  be  influenced  thereby,  with  such 
action  resulting  to  party's  ■  prejudice,  raises  estoppel  against  first  party; 
Waters's  Appeal,  35  Pa.  523,  78  Am.  Dec.  354,  holding  it  arises  against  vendor 
who  has  by  representations  that  he  has  no  claim  against  property  sold  vendee 
induced  extension  of  credit  to  vendee  in  reliance  on  said  purchase;  Wake- 
field V.  Lynn,  5  U.  C.  C.  P.  410,  holding  one  to  whom  chattel  mortgage  ia 
given  and  judgment  confessed,  not  estopped  to  assert  title  under  such  mortgage 
as  against  assignee  for  benefit  of  creditors  by  causing  levy  on  goods  as  prop- 
erty of  mortgagor;  Doe  ex  dem.  Armstrong  v.  Bridges,  12  N.  B.  493,  holding 
one  who  makes  representation  as  to  title  to  lands  which  induces  another  to  alter 
his  position  and  advance  money,  is  estopped  from  denying  truth  of  such  repre- 
sentations; People's  Bank  x.  Estey,  36  N.  B.  169,  holding  one  who  states  title  to 
personalty  is  in  another,  who  is  in  possession  and  clothed  with  indicia  of  title, 
estopped  on  purchase  by  third  person  from  one  so  in  possession,  from  asserting 
ownership  not  in  such  person;  Doe  ex  dem.  Elliott  v.  Flanagan,  25  N,  B.  154, 
holding  claimant  who  attends  sheriff's  sale  and  sees  another  purchase  property, 
and  makes  no  protest  or  objection,  estopped  from  disputing  title  so  acquircjd; 
Heiminck  v.  Edmonton,  2  Terr.  L.  R.  462,  holding  in  arbitration  proceedings 
where  it  becomes  material  to  ascertain  if  trail  is  highway,  if  claimant  contends 
it  is  such,  whereby  award  is  made  on  that  fact,  he  cannot  thereafter  deny  such 
fact,  Doe  ex  dem.  Green  v.  Higgins,  1  Has.  &  War.  (Pr.  Edw.  Isl.)  496,  holding- 
one  who  plats  property  into  lots  and  streets  but  without  map  showing  location, 
and  sells  lot  as  fronting  on  street  cannot  on  subsequent  discovery  of  mistake  in 
location  eject  purchaser  therefrom;  McKinnon  v.  McKinnon,  1  Has.  &  War.  (Pr. 
Edw.  Isl.)  59,  holding  one  who  takes  title  to  one  tract  under  agreement  that  an- 
other is  to  occupy  a  second  tract  estopped  on  such  conveyance  from  treating  such 
other  party  as  trespasser;  Audenried  v.  Betteley,  5  Allen,  382,  81  Am.  Dec. 
755,  holding  one  who  puts  his  property  in  possession  of  another  with  fraudulent 
purpose  to  give  him  credit,  estopped  as  against  attaching  creditor  of  latter; 
Drew  V.  Kimball,  43  N.  H.  282,  SO  Am.  Dec.  163,  holding  it  arises  when  one 
puts  property  in  hands  of  another  for  purpose  of  sale  under  agreement  that 
bailee  is  to  hold  out  property  as  his  own,  under  which  property  is  sold  to 
creditor  of  bailee;  Ensel  v.  Levy,  46  Ohio  St.  255,  19  N.  E.  597,  holding  it 
arises  where  vendor,  on  purchase  on  credit,  gives  vendee  receipt  in  such  form 
as  to  induce  purchaser  from  vendee  in  reliance  thereupon  to  part  with  money 
under  belief  goods  will  be  delivered  according  to  conditions  in  receipt;  Crocker 
v.  Hutchinson,  10  N.  B.  139,  holding  claimant  to  property  who  in  suit  against 
him  for  purchase  price,  agrees  with  another  claimant  that  title  shall  be  con- 
sidered in  latter  in  consideration  of  guaranty  of  judgment  if  defeated,  cannot 
on  such  defeat  and  payment  attack  rights  acquired  by  latter;  West  v.  O'Leary, 
32  N.  B.  286  (dissenting  opinion),  on  estoppel  to  reclaim  property  by  having 
made  it  appear  to  belong  to  another;  Ilolton  v.  Sanson,  11  U.  C.  C.  P.  606, 
holding  estoppel  arises  where  one  states  he  has  property  in  his  possession  which 
he  holds  on  account  of  another  whereby  third  person  in  reliance  tiiereon  pur- 
chases from  second  party  and  procures  assignment  for  property  against  first 
party;  Manitoba  Invest.  Asso.  v.  Watkins,  4  jManitoba  L.  Rep.  357,  holding 
owner,  who  colorably  conveys  to  second  party  for  purpose  of  obtaining  loan  in 
his  name  from  third  party,  whereupon  sucli  tiiird  ])arty  does  make  loan  thereon, 
estopped  upon   sul)se(|U('nt   rcvcstmcnt  of  title  in  himself  to  deny  title  of  mort- 
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gagor  at  time  of  mortgage;  Forristal  v.  ^McDonald,  9  Can.  S.  C.  12,  holding 
vendor  who  has  made  conditional  sale  not  estopped  to  set  up  his  title  against 
purchaser  from  vendee  where  there  is  nothing  in  his  conduct  showing  intention 
to  relinquish  his  title;  Henderson  v.  Williams,  11  E.  R.  C.  105,  [ISO.')]  1  Q. 
B.  52],  04  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  308,  72  L.  T.  N.  S.  98,  43  Week.  Rep.  274,  holding 
warehouseman  who  has  attorned  to  purchaser  estopped  on  sale  by  him  to 
impeach  title;  Palmer  v.  Moore  [1900]  A.  C.  293,  69  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  04,  82 
L.  T.  N.  S.  167,  holding  joint  lessee  who  notifies  co-lessees  of  his  abandonment 
of  enterprise,  estopped  on  subsequent  sale  by  co-lessees  from  claiming  division 
of  proceeds;  Sheffield  Corp.  v.  Barclay  [1903]  2  K.  B.  580,  72  L.  J.  K.  B. 
N.  S.  777,  19  Times  L.  R.  714,  holding  transferee  of  stock  who  presents  transfer 
and  requests  new  certificate  which  corporation  by  statute  has  to  issue,  not 
estopped,  on  subsequent  discovery  of  forgery  in  transfer,  of  which  both  parties 
are  at  time  ignorant,  from  refusing  indemnity  to  corporation  for  such  issuance  of 
new  certificate  which  has  been  transferred  to  third  person;  BalUis  Consol.  Co. 
v.  Ton;kinson  [1893]  A.  C.  396,  63  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  134,  1  Reports,  178,  69 
L.  r.  N.  S.  598,  42  Week.  Rep.  204,  holding  company  which  issues  certificate 
which  states  holder  is  owner  of  shares  cannot,  after  purchase  thereof  by  bona 
fide  purchasers  for  value  refuse  to  register  new  holders  on  ground  that  first 
holder's  title  was  obtained  by  fraud;  Eraser  v.  Sutherland,  2  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C. ) 
442,  on  estoppel  to  assert  title  in  one-self  on  representation  of  title  in  another; 
Smith  v.  Hiiolies,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  597,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  221,  25  L.  T.  N".  S.  329, 
19  Week.  Rep.  1059,  on  estoppel  by  passive  acquiescence  by  seller  in  self-decep- 
tion of  buyer. 

Cited  in  1  Mechem  Sales,  1G1,  on  estoppel  of  true  owner  to  claim  title  to 
goods  as  against  purchaser  from  one  to  whom  he  has  given  appearance  of  title 
by  his  conduct. 

—  Misrepresentation  of  title  to  avoid  levy  or  seizure. 

Cited  in  Horn  v.  Cole,  51  N.  H.  287,  12  Am.  Rep.  Ill,  5  Legal  Gaz.  49, 
holding  it  arises  where  owner,  to  avoid  attachment,  represents  goods  of  another 
whereby  they  are  attached  as  property  of  that  other  on  debt  due  from  him,  al- 
though representation  was  not  made  to  deceive  attaching  party;  Lines  v. 
Grange,  12  U.  C.  Q.  B.  209,  holding  where  party  makes  representation  of  owner- 
ship in  another  but  informs  sheriff  he  acts  on  own  responsibility  in  making 
seizure,  the  fact  that  party  attends  and  bids  at  sale  does  not  estop  him 
from  complaining  of  seizure  of  their  own  goods. 

—  Misrepresentation  rectified  before  action  is  taken. 

Cited  in  McKay  v.  Bonnett,  12  N.  S.  137,  holding  owner  who  makes  representa- 
tion to  third  person  as  to  ownership  of  propertj'  in  another  whereby  property 
is  seized  by  sheriff  but  before  seizure  is  informed  by  owner  of  true  ownership, 
not  estopped  to  set  up  his  title;  Harding  v.  Hall,  14  L.  T.  N.  S.  410,  14  Week. 
Rep.  646,  holding  owner  not  estopped  from  asserting  title  where  bailiff  before 
sale  knows  of  his  want  of  authority  to  sell. 
Effect  of  admission  which  does  not  mislead. 

Cited  in  Dyer  v.  Cady,  20  Conn.  563,  holding  it  docs  not  amount  to  estoppel 
Estoppel  by  act  of  agent  or  stranger. 

Cited  in  Church  v.  Florence  Iron  Works,  45  X.  J.  L.  129,  holding  silence  and 
acquiescence  in  conduct  of  another  whereby  latter  is  induced  to  alter  his  situa- 
tion in  reliance  thereon,  creates  estoppel  to  thereafter  assert  contrarv  position; 
People  V.  Bank  of  North  America,  75  N.  Y.  547,  holding  principal  not  estopped  by 
act   of   agent   of   which   he   is    ignorant,    in    absence   of   negligence;    Societe   Des 
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Mines  D  Argent  et  Fonderies  De  Bingham  v.  Mackintosh,  5  Utah,  5(58,  18 
Pac.  363,  holding  it  arises  against  one  who  with  knowledge  of  agency  draws 
note  to  o.gcnt  personally  as  agent,  and  stands  by  and  sees  principal  treat  note 
as  his  own;  Johnston  v.  Clarke,  1  B.  C.  pt.  2,  p.  81,  holding  that  filing  of 
map  made  by  land  owner's  surveyor,  does  not  estop  such  owner  from  claiming 
land  embraced  in  official  survey  of  lot;  Gillis  Supply  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  P, 
S.  P.  Co.  16  B.  C.  254,  holding  that  corporation  will  not  be  prevented  from  deny- 
ing ultra  vires  contract,  by  conduct  of  agents;  Canadian  Bank  v.  Wilson,  36 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  9,  on  sufficiency  of  acts  showing  acquiescence  in  act  of  agent  to 
estop  principal;  Layton  v.  Smith,  17  N.  S.  331,  on  right  of  imdisclosed  prin- 
cipal to  recover  on  sale  by  agent;  Castle  v.  Ruttan,  4  U.  C.  C.  P.  252,  on 
estoppel  by  acquiescence  in  conduct  of  another;  Erb  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co. 
42  LT.  C.  Q.  B.  90  (dissenting  opinion),  on  estoppel  against  principal  in  repudiat- 
ing act  of  agent;  Farquharson  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  King  &  Co.  [1901]  2  K.  E  097, 
70  L.  J,  K.  B.  N.  S.  985,  49  Week.  Rep.  673,  85  L.  T.  N.  S.  264,  17  Times  L.  E. 
689  (dissenting  opinion),  on  estoppel  of  principal  to  deny  authority  of  clerk; 
Brook  V.  Hook,  L.  R.  6  Exch.  89,  40  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  50,  24  L.  T.  N.  S.  34,  19 
Week.  Rep.  508  (dissenting  opinion),  on  estoppel  by  ratification  of  illegal  act; 
Manchester  &  0.  Bank  v.  Cook,  49  L.  T.  N.  S.  674,  holding  where  agent  with 
full  authority  makes  representation  intended  to  and  which  does  induce  action 
on  part  of  other,  principal  cannot  deny  act  of  agent  to  prejudice  of  other: 
Swan  V.  North  British  Australasian  Co.  5  E.  R.  C.  140,  2  Hurlst.  &  C.  175,  32 
L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  273,  10  Jur.  N.  S.  102,  holding  estoppel  not  created  where 
fraudulent  act  of  third  person  and  not  negligence  of  party  seeking  relief  produce 
action  by  other;  Polak  v.  Everett,  L.  R.  1  Q,  B.  Div.  669,  46  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
218,  35  L.  T.  N.  S.  350,  24  Week.  Rep.  689,  holding  surety  who  fails  to  warn 
principal  not  to  do  act  which  will  discharge  surety  not  estopped  from  setting 
up  such  act  as  discharge. 

Cited  in  Tiffany  Ag.  34,  on  creation  of  agency  by  estoppel. 

—  By  partner's  acts. 

Cited  in  Monroe  v.  Falle,  Newfoundl.  Rep.  (1874-84)  384,  on  liability  of 
retiring  partner  who  allows  himself  to  be  held  out  as  continuing  in  the  firm ; 
Scarf  v.  Jardine,  19  E.  R.  C.  738,  L.  R.  7  App.  Cas.  345,  51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
612,  47  L.  T.  N.  S.  258,  30  Week.  Rep.  893,  holding  retiring  partner  who  allows 
himself  to  be  held  out  as  continuing  in  firm  in  reliance  on  which  credit  is  ex- 
tended by  customer  of  old  firm  without  notice,  estopped  from  denying  liability. 

Estoppel  by  deed. 

Cited  in  Merchants'  Bank  v.  MofTatt,  5  Ont.  Rep.  122,  holding  that  one  who 
executes  document  without  fraud  or  duress  is  estopped  from  denying 
due  execution;  Green  v.  Burtch,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  313,  on  estoppel  by  acknowledg- 
ment of  payment  under  seal. 

11  E.  R.  C.  105,  STONARD  v.  DUNKIN,  2  Campb.  344,  11  Revised  Rep.  724. 
Adiiiission  of  title  in  another  as  creating-  estoppel. 

Cited  in  Watts  v.  Hendry,  13  Fla.  523,  holding  purchaser  from  common  vendor 
who  admits  to  co-vendee  the  right  of  ownership  in  part  cannot  on  taking  pos- 
session of  entire  purchase  deny  such  vendee's  title  to  such  part;  Ensel  v.  Levy, 
46  Ohio  St.  255,  19  N.  E.  597,  holding  one  who  sells  on  credit  but  gives  receipt 
in  such  form  that  vendee  can  deliver  title,  estopped  against  purchaser  in  g()o<l 
faitli  for  value  from  vendee,  from  asserting  own  title;  Dezell  v.  Odell,  .">  Hill,  21."i, 
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38  Am.  Dec.  628  (dissenting  opinion),  on  estoppel  by  admission  where  otber 
party  has  been  induced  to  alter  his  position. 

Distinguished  in  Hollina  v.  Hubbard,  91  Hun,  375,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  840,  hold- 
ing estoppel  not  created  by  admission  made  in  ignorance  of  facts. 

—  Of  agent  or  bailee  to  deny  principal's  title. 

Cited  in  Great  Western  R.  Co.  v.  McComas,  33  111.  185,  holding  railroad  com- 
pany which  receives  property  for  shipment  cannot  dispute  title  of  him  from 
whom   they  received  it   in   action  by  him   for  possession;    Kinsler  v.   McCants, 

5  Rich.  L.  608  (dissenting  opinion),  on  estoppel  against  attorney  to  deny  title 
of  his  client;  McFatridge  v.  Carvill,  16  N.  S.  286,  holding  agent  who  holds 
property  of  principal  cannot  on  claim  thereto  by  third  person  con- 
stitute himself  arbiter  between  parties  against  principal;  Ross  v,  Hurteau, 
Cameron  (Can.)  511  (dissenting  opinion),  on  estoppel  of  one  holding  property 
of  another  from  denying  his  title;  Hawes  v.  Watson,  2  Barn.  &  C.  540,  4  Dowl. 

6  R  22,  Ryan  &  M.  6,  2  L.  J.  K.  B.  83,  26  Revised  Rep.  448,  holding  wharfinger 
who  accepts  order  of  transfer  from  owner  and  in  writing  acknowledges  transfer 
of  property  to  transferee  estopped  to  deny  title  of  transferee;  Biddle  v.  Bond, 
3  E.  R.  G.  573,  34  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  137,  6  Boi^t.  &  S.  225,  12  L.  T.  N.  S.  178,  13 
Week.  Rep.  561,  holding  bailee  not  estopped  from  setting  up  right  in  third  party 
against  bailor  where  bailment  has  been  determined  by  the  equivalent  of  eviction 
by  title  paramount. 

Distinguished  in  King  v.  Richards,  6  Whart.  418,  37  Am.  Dec.  420,  holding 
common  carrier  which  has  delivered  shipment  to  true  owner  on  proof  that 
consignor  had  fraudulently  obtained  them  may  deny  title  of  consignor  in  action 
by  transferee  of  receipt  given  by  carrier  to  consignor. 

—  As   applied   to   warehouse  orders   and   deposits. 

Cited  in  Chapman  v.  Searle,  3  Pick.  38,  holding  agreement  by  warehouseman 
to  return  consideration  on  cancellation  of  contract  of  storage  estops  him  in 
trover  from  alleging  he  never  had  any  such  goods;  Burton  v.  Wilkinson,  18 
Vt.  ]86,  46  Am.  Dec.  145,  holding  if  warehouseman  has  goods  taken  from  him 
by  authority  of  law  as  property  of  third  person,  he  may  show  this  in  action  by 
bailor  for  goods;  Twining  v.  Oxley,  3  N.  S.  18,  holding  warehouseman  who 
acknowledges  he  holds  property  subject  to  order  of  another  estopped  to  deny 
latter 's  title;  Ross  v.  Edwards,  14  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  523,  on  estoppel  by  Avare- 
houseman  to  deny  title  where  warehouseman  has  acknowledged  such  title;  Hen- 
derson v.  Williams,  11  E.  R.  C.  105,  [1895]  1  Q.  B.  521,  64  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
308,  72  L.  T.  N.  S.  98,  43  Week.  Rep.  274,  holding  warehouseman  who  attorns 
to  purchaser  estopped  to  deny  his  title  on  discovery  of  fraud  in  title  of  his 
vendor;  Knights  v.  Wiffen,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  660,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  51,  23  L,  T. 
N.  S.  610,  19  Week.  Rep.  244,  holding  assent  to  delivery  order  by  one  having 
property  in  store  estops  him  from  denying  title  in  drawer  of  order. 

Cited  in   Benjamin   Sales  5th  ed.   865,  866,  on   estoppel   of  warehouseman  to 
set  up  rights  of  unpaid  seller  after  attornment. 
Estoppel  by  conduct  or  admissions. 

Cited  in  Keystone  Bridge  Co.  v.  Britton,  1  Fed.  116,  holding  one  who  writes 
across  face  of  note  statement  that  he  has  funds  with  which  to  pay  note  liable 
to  one  who  takes  note  in  reliance  thereon;  Kinsworth  v.  Mitchell,  21  Ark.  145, 
holding  owner  who  purchases  own  land  at  illegal  tax  sale  and  assigns  certificate 
for  value  estopped  to  deny  title  of  assignee  for  invalidity  of  tax  sale;  Davis 
v.  Bowmar,  55  Miss.  671  (dissenting  opinion),  on  estoppel  by  conduct:  Fitts  v. 
Brown,  20  N.  H.   393,  holding  admissions  by  party  estop  him  from  disputing 
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them  where  they  have  induced  others  to  act  thereon  otherwise  than  tliey  would 
have  done  but  for  admissions;  Decker  v.  Furniss,  3  Duer,  291  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  estoppel  of  one  from  denying  existence  of  state  of  things  which  he 
previously  asserted  to  exist  where  opposite  party  acted  upon  statement  and 
would  be  injured  by  denial;  White  v.  Ashton,  61  N.  Y.  280,  holding  estoppel 
cannot  be  founded  on  mere  promise  to  act. 
Rights  of  holder  of  warehouse  receipt. 

Cited  in  Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bemis,  177  Mass.  95,  58  N.  E.  476,  on  rights 
at  common  law  against  true  owner. 
Sufficiency  of  designation  of  goods. 

Cited  in  note  in  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  51,  on  sufficiency  of  selection  or  designation 
of  goods  sold  out  of  larger  lot, 

11  E.  R.  C.  105,  HENDERSON  v.  WILLIAMS   [1895]   1  Q.  B.  521,  61  L.  J.  Q. 

B.  N.  S.  308,  72  L.  T.  N.  S.  98,  14  Reports,  375,  43  Week.  Rep.  274. 
Estoppel  by  representation  of  authority  in  agent. 

Cited  in  Farquharson  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  King  &  Co.  [1901]  2  K.  B.  097,  90  L. 
J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  985,  85  L.  T.  N:  S.  264,  49  Week.  Rep.  673,  37  Times  L.  R. 
680,  [1902]  A.  C.  325,  71  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  667,  51  Week.  Rep.  94,  86  L.  T.  N.  S. 
810,  18  Times  L.  R.  665,  holding  principal  who  makes  it  possible  for  agent  to 
make  sale  of  his  property,  and  agent  fraudulently  sells  to  innocent  purchaser 
for  value,  estopped  to  deny  title  of  agent;  Herdman  v.  Wheeler  [1902]  1  K.  B. 
361,  71  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  270,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  48,  50  Week.  Rep.  300,  on  right 
of  recovery  against  maker  of  note  who  delivers  it  in  blank  to  another  with 
particular   authority. 

Cited   in   Benjamin,   Sales,   5th  ed.   12,  on   estoppel   of  owner  to  deny  seller's 
authority  to  sell;   Benjamin,  Sales,  5th  ed.  438,  on  misrepresentation  as  ground 
for  avoiding  contract  of  sale;   Benjamin,   Sales,  5th  ed,  459,  on  efl'ect  of  fraud 
on  seller  in  passing  of  property. 
Estoppel  by  conduct. 

Cited  in  Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bemis,  177  Mass.  95,  58  N.  E.  476,  on 
estoppel  by  conduct ;  People's  Bank  v.  Estey,  34  Can.  S.  C.  429,  holding  that 
owner  of  logs  who  induced  another  to  believe  that  a  third  person  owned  logs, 
is  estopped  from  denying  latter's  autliority  to  sell;  Mclnnis  v.  Gctsnian,  1  Sask. 
L.  R  172,  holding  that  if  person  executes  transfer  with  mind  and  intention 
to  execute  it,  though  his  assent  may  have  been  obtained  by  fraud,  he  is  es- 
topped from  denying  validity  as  against  purchaser. 
Measure  of  damages   for  trover. 

Cited  in  Union  liank  v.  Rideau  Lumber  Co.  4  Ont.  L.  Rep.  721,  holding  that  in 
trover  value  of  article  at  time  of  conversion  is  proper  measure  of  damages. 

n  E.  R.  C.  124,  OXLEY  v.  WATTS,  1  Revised  Rep.  133,  1  T.  R.  12. 
Actionable  use  of  cstray. 

Cited  ill  Weber  v.  Ilartman,  7  Colo.  13,  49  Am.  Rep.  339,  1  Pac.  230,  holding 
such  use  is  tortious. 
—  Sufficiency  of  user  to  support  trover. 

Cited  in  Gibi)s  v.  Chase,  10  Mass.  125,  holding  the  working  of  an  estray,  or 
of  a  beast  distrained,  is  a  trespass  ab  initio;  Henry  v.  Richardson,  7  Watts,  557, 
holding  riding  estray  liorse  for  purpose  of  finding  owner  not  such  act  of  con- 
version to  support  action. 
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—  Who   is   !i   trespasser. 

Cited  in  Diimont  v.  Sniitli,  4  Donio,  3U>,  holding  one  who  is  requested  to  call 
at  office  and  settle  note  goes  to  place  of  its  deposit  and  there  mutilates  note 
is  not  trespasser  ab  initio. 

Cited  in  2  Cooley,  Torts,  3d  ed.  842,  as  to  wiien  finder  of  personal  property 
becomes  a  trespasser. 

—  Abuse  of  authority  siveii  by  law. 

Cited  in  Barrett  v.  White,  3  N.  H.  210,  14  Am.  Dec.  352,  holding  sheriff  who 
unnecessarily  removes  attached  hay  whereby  it  is  injured  liable  as  trespasser 
ab  initio;  Shimer  v.  Mosher,  39  Hun,  153,  holding  sale  under  void  process  ren- 
ders officer  making  it  trespasser  ab  initio;  Califf  v.  Wilson,  2  N.  B.  H5, 
holding  it  renders  doer  trespasser  ab  initio;  The  Young  America,  31  Fed.  749, 
holding  a  wrecking  master  and  crew  by  abuse  of  powers  in  taking  possession 
and  selling  a  stranded  wreck,  became  trespassers  ab  initio,  and  lost  all  claims 
for  salvage. 

Pleading-  wrong  by  abuse  of  authority. 

Cited  in  Henderson  v.  Harper,  1  U.  C.  Q.  B.  481,  holding  when  authority  by 
law  is  pleaded,  abuse  must  be  replied;  Little  v.  Ince,  3  U.  C.  C.  P.  528,  holdin» 
if  license  by  law  is  pleaded,  abuse  thereof  must  be  replied. 
Right  of  bailees  to  possession. 

Cited  in  Powers  v.  Ruttan,  4  U.  C.  Q.  B.  0.  S.  58,  on  right  of  bailees  to 
possession  except  against  lawful   authority   against  tlRni. 

11    E.    R.   C.    126,    OMICHUND   v.   BARKER,    1   Atk.    21,   Willes,   Rep.    538,    2 

Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  397,  pi.  15. 
Coniiietency  of  witnesses. 

Cited  in  Salmon  v.  Clagett,  3  Bland,  Ch.  125,  holding  it  is  no  objection  to  the 
validity  and  efficacy  of  an  answer,  that  the  defendant  is  infamous  or  a  negro; 
Winslow  V.  Walker,  2  N.  C.    (1  Hayw.)    193,  to  the  point  that  if  there  bo  sub- 
scribing witnesses  to  deed,  it  must  be  proved  by  these  witnesses. 
Competency  of  witness  at  civil  law. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Candler,  10  N.  C.   (3  Hawks.)   393,  on  the  civil  law  disquali- 
fications of  foreign  tribes  to  be  witnesses. 
Competency  of  irreligious  or  nonchristain  witness. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Winnemore,  1  Brewst.  (Pa.)  350,  holding  a  belief  in  the 
existence  of  a  God  who  will  punish  him  if  he  swears  falsely  is  the  true  test; 
Stanbro  v.  Hopkins,  28  Barb.  265,  on  the  competency  of  witnesses  not  believing 
in  a  Supreme  Being:  Bell  v.  Bell,  34  N.  B.  615,  holding  a  belief  in  divine  re- 
wards and  piuiishments  here  or  hereafter  necessary  though  a  belief  in  a  God 
was  entertained;  Brock  v.  Milligan,  10  Ohio,  121;  M'Clure  v.  State,  1  Yerg.  206, 
— holding  an  antlieist  cannot  be  a  witness;  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  13  Vt.  362, 
holding  atheists,  who  are  without  any  religious  beliefs  whatever,  cannot  be 
sworn;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Tuttle  v.  Gridley,  18  Johns.  98,  holding  an  infidel  who 
does  not  believe  in  the  existence  of  a  God,  nor  in  a  future  state  of  reward  or 
punishment  cannot  be  a  witness;  Thurston  v.  Whitney,  2  Cush.  104;  Norton  v. 
Ladd,  4  N.  H.  444, — holding  one  who  openly  and  deliberately  avows  that  lie  has 
no  belief  in  the  existence  of  a  God  cannot  be  admitted  as  a  witness:  United 
States  V.  Kennedy,  3  McLean,  175,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,524,  holding  it  sufficient 
if  he  believes  in  a  God  and  punishment  for  swearing  falsely  though  the  belief 
is  entertained  that  punishment  is  inflicted  in  this  life;    Shaw  v.  [Moore,  49  N. 
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C.  (4  Jones,  L.)  25,  holding  a  belief  in  the  existence  of  a  supreme  being  who 
will  punish  in  this  world  is  sufficient;  Atty.-Gen.  v.  Bradlaugh,  L.  E.  14  Q.  B. 
Div.  667,  54  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  205,  52  L.  T.  N.  S.  589,  33  Week.  Rep.  673,  49 
J.  P.  500,  holding  an  oath  not  binding  upon  a  member  of  parliament  who  dis- 
believes in  a  Superior  Being  and  regards  the  oath  only  as  a  solemn  promise; 
Smith  V.  Coffin,  18  Me.  157,  holding  a  belief  in  a  God  is  a  prerequisite  to  ad- 
mission as  a  witness;  State  v.  Townsend,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  543,  holding  one  can- 
not be  a  witness  where  he  is  an  unbeliever  in  a  God  or  a  future  state  of  ex- 
istence; Central  Military  Tract  R.  Co.  v.  Rockafellow,  17  111.  541,  holding  one  in- 
competent as  a  witness  for  want  of  religious  belief  in  a  God,  and  of  liability  to 
divine  punishment  for  perjury;  Butts  v.  Swartwood,  2  Cow.  431,  holding  that  one 
who  believes  in  existence  of  God,  who  will  punish  him  if  he  swears  falsely, 
is  competent  witness;  State  v.  Belton,  24  S.  C.  185,  58  Am.  Rep.  245,  holding 
a  boy  of  twelve  who  could  repeat  the  Lord's  prayer,  but  who  had  never  heard 
of  God,  and  had  no  idea  what  became  of  good  or  bad  after  death  is  not  a 
competent  witness;  Bell  v.  Bell,  34  N.  B,  615,  holding  that  person  who  believed 
in  God,  but  not  in  future  state  of  rewards  and  punishments  dependent  upon 
his  condiict  while  on  earth,  was  incompetent  as  witness;  R.  v.  Pah-Mah-Gay,  20 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  195,  admitting  the  testimony  of  an  Indian  Avhere  it  appeared  he  and 
his  tribe  believed  in  a  Superior  Being  and  in  a  future  state  of  rewards  or  pun- 
ishm^ent  according  to  conduct. 

Cited  in  note  in  42  L.R.A.  553,  562,  563,  566,  5C7,  on  religious  belief  as 
qualification  of  witness. 

Distinguished  in  Atwood  v.   Welt  on,   7   Conn.   66,  holding  disbelief   in   future 
l)unishment  will  disqualify. 
Reljuisites  of  an  oath. 

Cited  in  O'Reilly  v.  People,  10  Abb.  N.  C.  53,  holding  some  form  of  an  oath 
has  always  been  required;  O'Reilly  v.  People,  86  N.  Y.  154,  40  Am.  Rep.  525, 
holding  some  form  of  an  oath  is  always  required  and  the  mere  delivery  of  an 
affidavit  signed  by  the  party  presenting  it,  is  not  such  an  act:  Clinton  v.  State, 
33  Ohio  St.  27,  holding  where  witness  believes  in  some  superior  being,  who  will 
punish  for  false  swearing,  an  oath  may  be  administered  according  to  his  belief; 
Respublica  v.  Newell,  3  Yeates,  407,  2  Am.  Dec.  381,  holding  Avhere  indictment 
is  <?o  effect  that  Avitness  did  "tlien  and  there,  in  due  form  of  law,  take  liis  cor- 
poral oath"  it  is  sufficient  to  support  charge  of  perjiu-y. 
SiifHclency   of   manner   of   administering-   oath. 

Cited    in    Rex    v.    Lee    Tuck,    5    D.    L,    R.    629,    holding    that    sufficiency    of 
manner  of  administering  oath  on  trial  in  which  perjury  is  alleged  to  have  been 
committed,  is  to  be  decided  by  judge  presiding  at  perjury  trial. 
.ludicial  and  legal  recognition  of  Christianity. 

Cited  in  Goodrich  v.  Goodrich,  44  Ala.  670,  holding  Christianity  a  part  of  the 
common  law. 
Alien  or  heathen  status. 

Cited  in  lleirn  v.  Bridault,  37  Miss.  209,  on  the  judicial  nonrecognition  of 
alien  noncivilized  subjects;  Calvin's  Case,  2  E.  R.  C.  575,  7  Coke,  1,  on  rights 
of  pagans  to  bring  suit. 

Disapproved  in  Fable  v.  Brown,  2  Hill,  Eq.  ]378,  holding  the  true  state  of  a 
slave  must  be  ascertained  by  reference  to  the  disabilities  of  an  alien  enemy. 
Infidel   status. 

Cited  in  (ireenwood  v.  Curtis,  6  Mass.  358,  4  Am.  Dec.  145  (dissenting 
opinion)    on  infidels  as  perpetual  enemies. 
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Deviation  from  general  rules  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Seagrove  v.  Redman,  2  Yeates,  254,  upholding  deviation  from  general 
rules  of  evidence  accepted  by  custom  and  rendered  necessary  by  nature  of  trade 
with  foreign  county. 
Proof  of  acts  by  certificate  or  secondary  evidence. 

Cited  in  Ingram  v.  Hall,  1  N.  C.  (Martin,  pt.  1,)  p.  1,  holding  if  the  wit- 
nesses to  a  deed  be  dead,  or  cannot  be  found,  and  that  be  proved  to  the  court, 
then  the  handwriting  of  tlie  subscribing  witnesses  may  be  proved;  Garwood  v. 
Dennis,  4  Binn.  314,  holding  a  recital  in  another  deed  is  evidence  of  an  ancient 
deed  where  some  evidences  of  its  being  lost  is  given ;  Armstrong  v.  ^Morgan,  3 
Yeates,  529,  holding  that  letter  from  secretary  of  land  office  to  deputy  sur- 
veyor, to  make  survey,  if  lost  and  no  memorandum  of  it  to  be  found,  may  be 
proved  by  parol  evidence;  Goshen  v.  Stonington,  4  Conn.  209,  10  Am.  Dec.  121. 
liolding  acts  of  a  clergyman,  in  the  celebration  of  marriage,  are  admissible  as 
prima  facie  proof  of  his  official  character;  Caldwell  \.  Kinsman,  2  N.  S.  398, 
liolding  conversations  with  and  admissions  by  defendants  may  be  given,  in  evi- 
dence without  being  set  out  in  bill  of  complaint;  Williams  v.  Baker,  71  Pa. 
476,  29  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  381,  holding  the  law  never  allows  a  certificate  of  a  mere 
matter  of  fact,  not  coupled  with  a  matter  of  law,  to  be  admitted  in  evidence. 

Distinguished  in  Garvey  v.  Camden  &  A.  R.  Co.  4  Abb.  Pr.  171,  1  Hilt.  280, 
holding  the  allowing  of  proof  of  loss  "from  necessity"  has  no  application  where 
loss  of  contents  of  trunk  results  from  negligence  merely. 
Admissibility   of   testimony   of   non-professional   witnesses. 

Cited  in  Hardy  v.  Merrill,  56  N.  H.  227,  22  Am.  Rep.  441,  holding  opinions  of 
nonprofessional  witnesses  as  to  the  insanity  of  a  testator  is  admissible  where 
opinions  are  based  on  observation  of  appearance  and  conduct;  Andre  v.  Care,  3 
Yeates,  101,  holding  a  factor  or  agent  a  witness  to  prove  a  sale  of  goods  for  hia 
principal. 
Credit  given  proceedings  and  adjudications  of  other  courts. 

Cited  in  Jenkins  v.  Putnam,  1  Bay,  8,  1  Am.  Dec.  594,  holding  the  adjudication 
of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  of  a  sister  state  must  be  given  all  due  faith  and 
credit  here;  Ludlow  v.  Dale,  2  Caines  Cas.  348,  holding  sentences  in  Courts  of 
Admiralty  ought  to  bind  generally,  according  to  the  jus  gentium;  Nixon  v, 
Y'oung,  2  Yeates,  156,  holding  a  court  is  bound  to  consider  the  judgments  of  a 
court  to  be  right  and  just;  Vandenheuvel  v.  L^nited  Ins.  Co.  2  Johns.  Cas. 
127,  holding  courts  ought  to  give  credit  to  foreign  sentences  of  admiralty; 
Re  Anderson,  20  U.  C.  Q.  B.  124,  holding  if  the  law  of  state  of  Missouri  should 
allow  evidence  of  a  free  man  not  on  oath  to  be  admitted  against  a  slave  charged 
with  having  committed  a  crime  against  a  white  man,  this  court  could  not  act 
upon  such  evidence;  Bostwick  v.  Lewis,  1  Day,  33,  holding  a  deposition  taken 
before  a  justice  in  a  state  where  a  justice  is  not  empowered  to  take  depositions, 
may  be  read  in  our  courts,  if  it  would  have  been  good  taken  here. 

11  E.  R.  C.  144,  HARRIS  v.  TIPPETT,  2  Campb.  637,  12  Revised  Rep.  767. 
Impeachment   of    witnesses. 

Cited  in  Titus  v.  Ash,  24  N.  H.  319,  holding  that  where  there  has  been  quarrel 
between   witness   and   party   against   whom   he   testifies,   that   party   may   prove 
fact  of  quarrel,  and  circumstances  which  show  its  violence. 
Right  to  cross-examine  witness  for  purpose  of  impeachment. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  Dickinson,  2  McLean,  325,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,958, 
liolding    that,    on    cross    examination    of    witness,    question    irrelevant    to    issue 
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cannot  be  asked,  to  impeach  him;  Hatchett  v.  Gibson,  13  Ala.  587,  holding  it 
competent  for  a  party  to  impair  or  discredit  testimony  of  his  adversary's 
witnesses  by  proofs  of  particular  acts  of  hostitity  toward  him;  State  v. 
Ward,  49  Conn.  429,  holding  that  witness  might  be  asked  whether  he  did  not 
live  with  woman  who  kept  house  of  ill-fame;  Tourtelotte  v.  Brown,  4  Colo 
App.  377,  36  Pac.  73;  Shields  v.  Cunningham,  1  Blackf.  80;  State  v.  Krum,  32 
Kan.  372,  4  Pac.  621, — holding  anything  tending  to  show  bias  or  prejudice 
on  part  of  a  witness  may  be  brought  out  upon  his  cross-examination;  Wilder 
V.  Peabody,  21  Hun,  376,  holding  it  error  to  elicit  a  particular  declaration 
collateral  to  the  case  to  discredit  a  witness;  Nettles  v.  Harrison,  2  M'Cord, 
L.  230,  holding  it  incompetent  on  cross-examination  to  question  a  witness  as 
to  a  fact  wholly  irrelevant  to  the  matter  in  issue  for  purpose  of  discrediting 
by  other  witnesses;  Hill  v.  State,  18  Tex.  App.  665,  on  distinction  between  con- 
tradition  in  a  matter  of  conduct  in  the  particular  case  and  matter  of  general 
credit;  Hickey  v.  Fitzgerald,  41  L".  C.  Q.  B.  303,  holding  that  in  action  for 
assault  and  battery,  plaintiff  cannot  be  interrogated,  as  to  figlits  in  which  he 
had  been  engaged. 
—  As  to  attcniptetl  subordination. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Dickenson,  28  Fla.  90,  9  So.  847,  holding  that  attempt 
to  suborn  witnesss  in  cause  to  give  false  testimony  therein  may  be  exposed  in 
trial  of  cause  whose  issues  were  intended  to  be  thus  corruptly  affected;  State 
V.  Gates,  17  N.  H.  373,  holding  it  cannot  be  shown  that  witness  on  trial  for  per- 
jury approached  the  prisoner  for  purpose  of  securing  a  bribe;  Lewis  v.  State, 
35  Ala.  380;  Folsom  v.  Brawn,  25  N.  H.  114, — holding  where  witness  denies 
having  attempted  to  tamper  with  the  witness,  he  may  be  contradicted;  Williams 
V.  Dickenson,  28  Fla.  90,  9  So.  847,  holding  it  competent  to  expose  a  witness 
by  showing  he  attempted  to  suborn  a  witness  in  the  same  cause. 
^  Conclusiveness  of  answers- 
Cited  in  R.  V.  Watson,  11  E.  R.  C.  145,  2  Starkie,  149;  Grillith  v.  Eshelman,  4 
Watts,  51, — holding  the  testimony  in  such  case,  must  be  taken  as  conclusive; 
MTntire  v.  Young,  6  Blackf.  496,  39  Am.  Dec.  443,  holding  he  cannot  be  con- 
tradicted if  he  deny  it,  where  matter  is  collateral  and  foreign  to  the  merits 
of  the  cause  on  trial;  Ware  v.  Ware,  8  Me.  42,  holding  that,  if  upon  cross- 
examination  of  witness,  question  is  put  to  him  relating  to  matter  in  issue,  hia 
answer  may  afterwards  be  contradicted  for  purpose  of  impeaching  his  credi- 
bility. 

Disapproved  in  Lewis  v.  Steiger,  68  Cal.  200,  8  Pac.  884;  INIorgan  v.  Frees,  15 
Barb.    352, — holding    where    witness    denies,    on    cross-examination    having    at- 
tempted to  induce  a  witness  in  the  cause  to  swear  falsely,  evidence  may  be  given 
to  contradict  him. 
Submission  to  jury  of  facts   bcarinj;  on  credibility. 

Cited  in  Blessing  v.  Hape,  8  Md.  31,  holding  the  situation  of  a  witness  with 
respect  to  tiie  parties  and  the  subject  of  litigation,  his  interest,  his  inclination 
and  prcjudic'c,  etc.,  may  In-  submitted  to  the  jury. 

11   J:.   R.  C.  145,  ]\V:X  v.  WATSON,  2  starkie,  IK;. 
ElTect  of  eross-exaniinalion  on  collateral  matter. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  White,  5  Cranch,  C.  C.  457,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,679, 
holding  tliat  no  question  slunild  be  put  to  witness,  tending  to  disgrace  him,  and 
wliich  lie  would  not  lie  Itonnd  to  answer;  Ware  v.  Ware,  8  Me.  42;  Lewis  v. 
Jlodgdoii,    17    Me.    267, — liol<ling    if    ])arty    cxainiiics    as   to    a    collateral    fact,    he 
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must  take  the  answer,  and  cannot  contradict  it:  ^MTntirc  v.  Young,  G  Blackf. 
49G,  39  Am.  Dec.  44.'5,  holding  as  regards  matter  collateral  and  foreign  to  the 
merits  of  the  cause  on  trial,  the  witness  cannot,  with  propriety,  be  questioned, 
nor  contradicted  if  he  denies;  Harris  v.  Wilson,  7  Wend.  57,  holding  that  witness 
cannot  be  examined  as  to  distinct  collateral  fact,  for  purpose  of  impeaching 
him;  Griffith  v.  Eshelman,  4  Watts,  51,  holding  if  witness  answers  questions  as  tu 
collateral  facts  put  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  him,  his  answers  must 
be  taken  as  conclusive;  Welch  v.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  23  W.  \'a.  288,  on  conclusive- 
ness of  the  answer  except  on  material  matters. 

Distinguished  in  Kent  v.   State,   42   Ohio   St.   420,  holding  fact  that  part  of 
matter   brought    out   by   cross-examination    was    incompetent    is   not   ground   for 
reversal  where  objection  was  general  and  it  was  impossible  to  separate  compe- 
tent and  incompetent  evidence. 
Inference  to  be  drawn  from  refusal  of  witness  to  answer. 

Cited  in  Burton  v.  Young,  17  Lower  Can.  Rep.  (Dec.  Des  Tribunaux)  379, 
holding  no  inference  is  to  be  drawn  from  fact  that  witness  refuses  to  answer 
questions  he  has  a  right  to  refuse  to  answer;  Friess  v.  New  Y''ork  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  67  Hun,  205,  22  N.  Y^.  Supp.  104,  holding  fact  of  refusal  of  witness  to 
answer  an  incriminating  question  cannot  be  commented  on  by  counsel,  or  taken 
into  consideration  by  the  jury  in  .  determining  the  weight  to  be  given  to 
evidence;  Harkins  v.  Doney,  17  Ont.  Rep.  22,  on  effect  to  be  given  refusal  to 
answer  question. 
Collateral  matter  as  affecting-  competency. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Wentworth,  37  N.  H.  19G,  holding  when  it  is  material  to 
show  the  intent  or  the  malice  with  which  an  act  is  done,  other  acts  than  those 
charged  in  the  indictment  are  often  times  competent  evidence;  Simpson  v. 
Smith,  27  Kan.  5G5  (dissenting  opinion),  on  suppression  and  foreign  matter 
in  deposition  as  affecting  competency. 
Competency  of  a  duplicate  writing  as  evidence  of  publication. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Porter,  2G  Mo.  201,  holding  a  blank  return,  in  duplicate, 
admissible  in  evidence,  without  introduction  of  blank  returns  actually  filled 
up  by  ticket  agent  on  trial  for  embezzlement  of  railroad  company's  funds; 
M'Grath  v.  Cox,  3  U.  C.  Q.  B.  332  (dissenting  opinion),  on  admissibility  of  one 
or  two  pamphlets  to  show  publication. 
Application  of  rules  of  evidence  to  both   civil   and   criminal  cases. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  Bowie,  4  Wall.  4G3,  18  L.  ed.  423;  State  v.  Swink,  19 
N.  C.  (2  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  9;  Summons  v.  State,  5  Ohio  St.  325;  R.  v.  Dixon,  29 
N.  S.  4G2;  Gotten  v.  Williams,  1  Fla.  42, — holding  that  there  is  no  difference, 
as  to  rules  of  evidence,  between  criminal  and  civil  cases;  Barnett  v.  People,  54 
111.  325,  holding  same,  except,  in  criminal  cases,  dying  declarations  may  be 
received. 

Right  to  compel  an  accused  to  be  a  witness  against  himself. 

Cited  in  Thornton  v.  State,  117  Wis.  338,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  924,  93  N.  W.  1107, 
holding  the  required  surrender  of  defendant's  shoe  to  sherift"  for  purpose  of  iden- 
tification of  tracks  in  snow,  was  breach  of  the  prohibition  against  unreasonable 
searches  and  seizures. 

Cited   in   note   in   28   L.R.A.    704,    on   compelling   accused   to    exhibit   himself 
for  identification. 
Leading  questions. 

Cited  in  Turney  v.   State,   8   Smedes  &   M.   104,  47  Am.   Dec.   74    (dissenting 
Notes  on  E.  R.  C— 71. 
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opinion)  ;   Rowe  v.  Godfrey.,  lo  Me.  128, — on  extent  to  wliich  leading  questiona 

may  be  put  to  a  witness. 

Privileged  coiiiniunications  on  ground  of  public  policy. 

Cited  in  Wortliington  v.   Scribner,   109  Mass.  487,   12  Am.  Rep.   736,  holding 
in   an   action   for    falsely   representing   to   the   treasury   department   of   general 
government  that   plaintiff  was   intending  to   defraud,   any   information   given   is 
privileged  on  general  grounds  of  jjublic  policy  and  cannot  be  inquired  into. 
Riglit  to  discredit  witness  by  proof  of  cliaracter. 

Cited   in   Dorendinger   v.   Tschechtelin,   12   Daly,   34,   holding   it  error  to   ask 
witness  if  he  kept  a  house  of  ill-fame  and  to  prove  over  his  objection  that  he 
did;   Com.  v.  McClain,  3  Am.  L.  J.  147,  4  Clark    (Pa.)    462,  holding  the  credit 
of  a  witness  may  be  impeached  by  proof  of  his  general  character. 
Wlien  objection  to  deposition  on  ground  of  interest  may  be  raised. 

Cited  in  Gray  v.  Brown,  22  Ala.  262,  holding  that  objection  to  deposition  on 
account  of  interest  of  witness  cannot  be  raised  for  first  time  when  offered  on 
trial,    if    such    interest    was    known    to    objecting    party    when    deposition    was 
taken. 
Secondary  evidence. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  344,  on  copies  of  documents  by  mechanical 
means,  as  originals. 

11   E.  R.   C.   158,   PRICE  v.  MANNING,  L.  R.   42  Ch.   Div.   372,  58  L.  J.  Ch. 

N.  S.  649,  61  L.  T.  N.  S.  537,  37  Week.  Rep.  785. 
Right  to  contradict  own   witness. 

Cited  in  Stanley  Piano  Co.  v.  Ihomson,  32  Ont.  Rep.  341,  holding  that  party 
has  right  to  contradict  his  own  witness  by  other  witnesses,  on  facts  material 
to  issue. 

11  E.  R.  C.  166,  REX  v.  BROOKE,  2  Starkie,  472,  20  Revised  Rep.  723. 
Extent  of  right  of  cross-e.xamination. 

Cited  in  Moody  v.  Rowell,  17  Pick.  490,  28  Am.  Dec.  317,  holding  that  upon 
cross-examination  of  witness,  court  may  in  its  discretion,  permit  leading  ques- 
tions to  be  put,  although  relating  to  matters  not  inquired  of  upon  direct  ex- 
amination; Den  ex  dem.  Newcomb  v.  Downam,  13  N.  J.  L.  135,  holding  when  a 
party  avails  himself  of  a  witness  whom  he  and  not  his  adversary  can  exclude 
lie  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  complain  when  his  adversary  cross-examines; 
Rush  V.  French,  1  Ariz.  99,  25  Pac.  816,  holding  when  an  adverse  witness  haa 
been  examined  as  to  any  material  point  he  may  be  fully  cross-examined  upon 
all  points  pertinent  to  the  case;  Dawson  v.  Callaway,  18  Ga.  573,  holding 
though  party  examines  a  witness  on  a  single  point  his  adversary  may  cross- 
examine  on  the  merits  of  the  case;  Mask  v.  State,  32  Miss.  405  (dissenting 
opinion )   on  right  to  cross-examine  after  witness  has  been  sworn. 

Cited  in  note  in  9  E.  R.  C.  191,  on  right  to  show  truth  of  libel  on  criminal 
prosecution. 

11  E.  R.  C.  167,  WOOD  v.  MACKINSON,  2  Moody  &  R.  273. 

Effect  of  mistake  in  calling  a  witness  on  right  of  cross-examination. 

Cited  in  Fall  Brook  Coal  Co.  v.  Ilewson,  ir)S  N.  Y.  150,  43  L.R.A.  676,  70  Am. 
St.    Ivcp.   466,   52   N.   E.   1095,   lioldiiig   wlicre   p;irty  calling   a   witness   does  not 
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ask  liim  any  material  question  after  he  is  sworn,  he  may,  if  material  testimony 
be  drawn  out  by  opposite  party  impeach  his  credibility. 

Disapproved  in  Harris  v.  Quincy,  0.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co,  115  Mo.  App.  527,  91  S. 
W.  1010,  holding  where  a  competent  witness  is  called  and  sworn,  he  may  be 
cross-examined,  though  party  calling  him  does  not  ask  him  a  question,  unless 
witness  was  sworn  by  mistake. 

11  E.  R.  C.  172,  HALLETT  v.  MEARS,  13  East,  15,  12  Revised  Rep.  296. 
Right  of  a  witness  to  fees  ui)on  being;  subpoenaed  but  not  sworn. 

Cited  in  Gunnison  v.  Gunnison,  41  N.  H.  121,  77  Am.  Dec.  764,  holding  a 
witness,  who  in  good  faith,  attends  court  after  being  subpoenaed  may  maintain 
an  action  against  the  one  calling  him  for  his  fees  as  fixed  by  statute;  Hurd  v. 
Swan,  4  Denio,  75,  holding  a  witness  is  not  obliged  to  be  sworn,  before  his  fees 
have  been  paid,  even  if  in  attendance. 
Reasonableness   of   attendance   at   court. 

Cited  in  Salhinger  v.  Adler,  2  Robt.  704,  holding  liberality  is  exercised  in 
regard  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  time  for  going,  staying  and  returning. 

11  E.  R.  C.  177,  BARTLETT  v.  SMITH,  7  Jur.  448,  12  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  287,  11 

Mees.  &  W.  483. 
Province  of  court  to  pass  on  admissibility  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Helgesen  v.  Chicago  Suburban  Water  &  Light  Co.  156  111.  App.  541, 
holding  that  question  of  admissibility  of  impeaching  evidence  is  one  solely  for 
court ;  Cairns  v.  Mooney,  62  Vt.  172,  19  Atl.  225,  holding  a  question  of  com- 
petency or  incompetency  of  one  as  a  witness  is  always  for  the  court  and  should 
never  be  submitted  to  the  jury;  Gorton  v.  Hadsell,  9  Cush.  508,  holding  the 
decision  of  the  judge  is  conclusive,  unless  he  saves  the  question  for  revision  by 
the  full  court,  on  the  admissibility  of  evidence;  Nicholson  v.  State,  38  Md.  140, 
holding  it  is  for  the  court  and  not  the  jury,  to  determine  whether  a  confession  of 
a  prisoner  offered  against  him  on  trial  ought  to  be  admitted;  Sitler  v.  Gehr,  105 
Pa.  577,  51  Am.  Rep.  207,  15  W.  N.  C.  193,  41  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  328,  holding  it  the 
province  of  the  court  to  decide  in  a  question  of  pedigree  Avlietlier  a  sufficient 
connection  had  been  established  to  permit  declarations  to  go  to  the  jury;  R. 
v.  Sunfield,  15  Ont.  L.  Rep.  252,  holding  the  question  of  admissibility  of  dying 
declarations  is  for  the  judge,  after  admitting,  and  weighing  evidence  on  both 
sides  of  question;  Brown  v.  State,  71  Ind.  470,  holding  where  objection  is  made 
to  competency  of  evidence  on  ground  of  duress  practiced,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  determine  competency  after  hearing  evidence  in  proof  of  the  duress 
alleged;  Ellison  v.  Rix,  85  N.  C.  77,  holding  the  question,  whether  sufficient 
proof  had  been  ofl'ered  of  the  loss  of  a  bond  sued  on  to  let  in  evidence  of  its 
contents,  was  for  the  court:  McNeeky  v.  ]\IcWillianis,  13  Ont.  App.  Rep.  324, 
on  province  of  court  to  pass  on  admissibility  of  evidence;  Lathrop  v.  Bramhall, 
64  N.  Y.  365  ( dissenting  opinion ) ,  on  duty  of  court  to  pass  on  evidence ;  Harris 
V.  Great  W.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  Div.  515,  45  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  729,  34  L.  T. 
N.  S.  647,  25  Week.  Rep.  63,  on  the  province  of  judge  to  pass  on  question 
whether  contract  has  been  reduced  to  writing;  Guimond  v.  Fidelity  Phoenix  F. 
Ins.  Co.  2  D.  L.  R.  654,  on  necessity  that  judge  determine  facts  upon  which  ad- 
missibility of  evidence  depends  when  question  arises  as  to  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence. 
—  To   construe   and    interpret    instruments. 

Cited  in  Prescott  v.  Hayes,  43  N.  H.  593,  holding  that  it  is  province  of  court 
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to  construe  and  interpret  all   written   instruments,  even   where  extraneous   evi- 
dence is  admissible. 
—  On  coinijeteiicy  of  a  witness  to  testify. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Reagan,  175  Mass.  335,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  496,  56  N.  E.  577, 
holding  the  question  whether  a  witness  understands  the  nature  of  the  oath  ia 
for  the  court  to  decide  after  examining  him  as  to  his  competency. 

11  E.  R.  C.  183,  QUEEN'S  CASE,  2  Brod.  &  B.  284,  22  Revised  Rep.  662, 

Religions  belier  as  necessary  to  competency  of  witness. 

Cited  in  Central  Military  Tract  R.  Co.  v.  Roekafellow,  17  111.  541,  holding  a 
person  who  has  rio  religious  belief  in  a  God  and  a  liability  to  divine  punishment 
for  perjury,  cannot  become  a  witness;  Arnd  v.  Amling,  53  Md.  102,  on  question- 
ing a  witness  as  to  his  religious  belief. 

Cited  in  note  in  42  L.R.A.  554,  568,  on  religious  belief  as  qualilication  of 
witness. 

Form  of  oatli. 

Cited  in  People  v.  O'Reilly,  9  Abb.  N.  C.  77,  61  How.  Pr.  3,  holding  if  party 
taking  the  oath  makes  no  objection  to  the  mode  of  administration  at  the  time 
he  is  liable  to  all  the  consequences  of  perjury;  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  13  Vt.  362, 
holding  that  witnesses  should  be  sworn  in  such  way  as  to  bind  their  consciences ; 
Rex  V.  Lee  Tuck,  5  D.  L.  R.  629,  holding  that  proper  time  to  ascertain  what 
form  of  oath  M'ill  be  binding  on  witness,  is  before  he  is  sworn. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  E.  R.  C.  140,  on  mode  of  swearing  witness. 
Necessity  of  laying  foundation  for  impeaching  testimony. 

Cited  in  Carlisle  v.  Hunley,  15  Ala.  623;  Nelson  v.  Iverson,  17  Ala.  216; 
Sealy  v.  State,  1  Ga.  213,  44  Am.  Dec.  641;  Williams  v.  Turner,  7  Ga.  348; 
Wright  V.  Hicks,  15  Ga.  160,  60  Am.  Dec.  687;  Helgesen  v.  Chicago  Suburban 
Water  &  Light  Co.  156  111.  App.  541;  Aneals  v.  People,  134  111.  401,  25  N.  E. 
1022:  State  v.  Starr,  38  Mo.  270;  Spohn  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  J 16  Mo.  617,  22 
S.  W.  690;  Pendleton  v.  Empire  Stone  Dressing  Co.  19  N.  Y.  13;  King  v. 
Wicks,  20  Ohio  87;  Sheppard  v.  Yocum,  10  Or.  402;  State  v.  Hughes,  8  S.  D. 
338,  66  N.  W.  1076;  Moore  v.  Bettis,  11  Humph.  67,  53  Am.  Dec.  771, — holding 
witness  must  have  first  been  asked  if  he  had  not  made  a  different  stati-ment, 
specifying  time,  place  and  person  to  whom  made;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Commercial 
Assur.  Co.  33  Or.  43,  52  Pac.  1050;  Edwards  v.  Sullivan,  30  N.  C.  (8  Ired.  L.) 
302;  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  La  Prelle,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  593,  55  S.  W. 
125, — holding  evidence  to  show  bias  of  a  witness  is  not  admissible  before 
predicate  is  laid;  Ely- Walker  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  McLaugiilin,  87  Mo.  App. 
105,  holding  a  foundation  must  be  laid  for  impeachment  of  a  witness  by  a 
document;  United  States  v.  Dickinson,  2  INIcLean,  325,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,958, 
holding  the  witness  to  be  impeached  must  have  been  asked,  when  under  exam- 
ination whether  she  made  such  statements;  Conrad  v.  Grilley,  16  How.  38,  14 
L.  ed.  835,  holding  a  witness  cannot  be  inijieaelied  by  showing  he  had  made 
contradictory  statements  from  those  sworn  to,  unless  on  liis  examination  ho 
was  asked  whether  he  had  made  such  statements  to  the  oni;  by  whom  the  proof 
was  expected  to  be  given;  Lewis  v.  Post,  1  Ala.  C5,  holding  the  inquiry  must 
first  be  made  of  witness  whether  he  made  such  statements;  Kirchner  v.  Laugh- 
lin,  6  N.  M.  300,  28  Pac.  505,  holding  before  letters  written  by  a  witness  can 
he  admitted  to  contradict  him,  his  attention  must  first  be  called  to  the  parts 
to  be  usfsd;  Bates  v.  llolladay.  31  Mo.  App.  102,  holding  it  necessary  to  ask 
witness    if    he    had    made    such    attem-pt    Iiefore    impeaching    testimony    was    ad- 
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missible;  Doe  c\  (Km.  Sutton  v.  Reagan,  o  Blackf.  217,  :!:?  Am.  Dec.  4G6;  State 
V.  Angelo,  32  La.  Ann.  407;  Runyan  v.  Price,  15  Ohio  St.  1,  80  Am.  Dec. 
459;  Holtz  v.  Dick,  42  Ohio  St.  23,  51  Am.  Rep.  791,— holding  a  foundation 
must  be  laid  before  admission  of  impeaching  testimony;  State  v.  Shannchan,  22 
Iowa,  435,  holding  fact  that  outside  statement  was  made  before  the  coroner  s 
jury  makes  no  dift'crencc;  Lewis  v.  State,  35  Ala.  380;  Hooper  v.  Moore,  48  N. 
C.  (3  Jones,  L.)  428;  State  v.  Wright,  75  K  C.  439;  Paradise  v.  Sun  ]Mut.  Ins. 
Co.  6  La.  Ann.  596;  Pier  v.  DuO",  63  Pa.  59, — holding  the  witness  must  be 
asked  in  his  cross-examination  as  to  alleged  contradictions,  and  given  oppor- 
tunity to  explain  them  before  impeaching  testimony  was  admissible;  McKinney 
V.  Neil,  1  McLean,  540,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,865,  holding  contradictory  statements 
of  a  witness  cannot  be  proved,  unless  the  witness  shall  be  examined  as  to 
such  statements;  Somerset  County  v.  Minderlein,  67  Md.  566,  11  Atl.  57,  hold- 
ing he  ought  to  have  an  opportunity  of  explaining  the  impeaching  evidence 
proposed  to  be  produced  against  him;  Gaflfney  v.  People,  50  X^.  Y.  416,  holding 
qviestions  as  to  contents  of  writing  were  not  objectionable  after  witness  had 
had  opportunity  for  inspection  and  examination;  Everson  v.  Carpenter,  17 
Wend.  419,  holding  where  witness  was  asked  whether  he  had  made  the  in- 
denture and  the  representation  and  he  denied  having  done  so,  impeaching 
testimony  was  admissible;  State  v.  Haworth,  24  Utah,  398,  68  Pac.  155,  hold- 
ing when  the  foundation  for  the  impeachment  is  laid  the  adverse  party  has 
the  right  to  prove  the  contradictory  statements,  if  they  do  not  relate  to  a 
collateral  or  immaterial  matter;  Smith  v.  People,  2  Mich.  415,  holding  where 
witness  on  being  asked  says  he  does  not  recollect  having  made  the  statement 
he  may  be  impeached  by  showing  he  made  contradictory  statements;  Adams  v. 
Herald  Pub.  Co.  82  Conn.  448,  74  Atl.  755,  holding  that  no  rule  exists  making 
it  necessary  to  call  attention  of  witness  to  contradictory  statements  made 
by  him  before  questioning  hijn  on  cross-examination,  on  that  subject;  McCul- 
lough  v.  McCullough,  ]2  Ind.  487,  holding  where  witness  had  before  paper  was  in- 
troduced entered  into  an  explanation  of  reason  for  writing  the  paper  so  it 
sufficiently  appears  he  was  appraised  of  its  contents,  it  was  not  necessary  to 
call  attention  fvirther  to  it;  !Morgan  v.  Frees,  15  Barb.  352,  holding  where  the 
witness  on  his  cross-examination  denied  having  attempted  to  suTjorn  a  witness 
evidence  is  then  admissible  to  contradict  liim  in  tl'.is  respect;  Gulerette  v.  Mc- 
Kinley,  27  Hun,  320,  holding  in  case  of  a  witness  not  a  party  he  must  first  be 
examined  as  to  the  fact  in  order  to  lay  a  foundation  for  contradicting  him ;  State 
V.  McQueen,  46  X.  C.  (1  Jones,  L.)  177,  holding  statements  made  directly  and 
immediately  material  to  the  issue,  when  contrary  to  sworn  statement  of 
witness  on  trial,  may  be  proved  at  once  for  purpose  of  discrediting;  Dennis 
V.  V/oekes,  46  Ga.  514,  on  the  competency  of  impeaching  evidence;  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Wade,  108  111.  App.  423,  on  laying  proper  foundation  for  admission  of  a 
writing:  Mattox  v.  United  States,  150  U.  S.  237,  39  L.  ed.  409,  15  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  337  (dissenting  opinion),  on  necessity  of  laying  foundation  for  impeach- 
ing testimony;  Rex  v.  Clarke,  38  N.  B.  11  (dissenting  opinion),  on  necessity  of 
calling  attention  of  witness  to  particulars  of  time  and  place  when  contra- 
dictory statements  were  made. 

Distinguished  in  State  v.  Winkley,  14  X.  H.  480,  holding  whore  credit  of 
witness  has  been  impeached  by  proof  of  inconsistent  statements  in  conversation, 
he  may  be  asked  on  re-examination  what  that  conversation  was  which  im- 
peaching witness  referred  to. 

Disapproved   in   Howland  v.   Conway,   1   Abb.   Adm.   281.   Fed.   Cas.   Xo.   6,793, 
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holding  a  witness  may  be  impeached  by  proof  of  statements  made  out  of  court 
Avithout  first  examining  him  with  respect  to  them;  Hedge  v.  Clapp,  22  Conn. 
262,  58  Am.  Dec.  424,  holding  in  this  state  it  is  not  required  that  witness  should 
have  had  his  attention  called  to  statement  and  inquiry  made  whether  he  had  made 
the  contradictory  statement;  Titus  v.  Ash,  24  N.  H.  319,  holding  there  is  no  rule 
of  practice  in  this  state  requiring,  where  it  is  proposed  to  give  declarations 
of  a  witness  in  evidence  to  contradict  him  that  he  be  first  asked  whether  he 
made  such  declarations. 
—  In  case  of  tleijosition. 

Cited  in  Clapp  v.  Wilson,  5  Denio,  285,  holding  after  a  deposition  was  shown  to 
a  witness  and  his  admission  obtained  that  signature  was  genuine  the  dep- 
osition was  admissible  in  evidence;  Samuels  v.  Griffith,  13  Iowa,  103,  holding 
the  rule  applies  where  one  of  two  depositions  of  the  same  witness  taken  in 
the  same  cause,  is  introduced  for  purpose  of  impeaching  the  other;  Lightfoot 
v.  People,  16  Mich.  507;  Stacy  v.  Graham,  14  N.  Y.  492,— holding  fact  that 
evidence  sought  to  be  impeached  was  given  in  form  of  a  depo«.ition  read  at  trial 
does  not  affect  the  rule;  Ortiz  v.  State,  30  Fla.  256,  11  So.  Gil,  holding  the 
rule  that  a  witness  where  deposition  is  in  court,  cannot  be  cross-examined  as 
to  it  without  allowing  him  to  hear  or  read  it,  applies  whether  purpose  is  im- 
peaciiment  or  to  refresh  memory;  Unis  v.  Charlton,  12  Gratt.  484,  holding  the 
rul'_>  that  a  foundation  for  introduction  of  impeaching  testimony  must  first 
be  laid  applies  as  well  to  a  deposition  as  to  oral  testimony  in  court;  Simmons 
V.  State,  32  Fla.  387,  13  So.  896,  holding  where  testimony  of  a  witness  has 
been  reduced  to  writing  and  signed  by  him,  he  may,  after  having  identified  his 
signature  be  interrogated  as  to  it. 

Distinguished  in  Holman  v.  Bank  of  Norfolk,  12  Ala.  369,  holding  there  is  no 
such  qualification  annexed  to  the  right  of  introducing  a  previous  deposition. 
Preliminary   proofs  of  admissibility   of   evidence. 

Cited   in    People   v.    Squire,    6    N.    Y.    Crim.    Rep.   475,   on   necessity   of    pre- 
liminary proof  as  predicate  for  evidence  of  conspiracy. 
Nature  of  foundation. 

Cited  in  Matthis  v.  State,  33  Ga.  24,  holding  a  foundation  for  impeach- 
ment is  not  laid  by  merely  askmg  witness  with  whom  he  had  conversed  relative 
to  the  case  and  what  was  said  in  that  conversation;  Lee  v.  Chadsey,  2  Keyes, 
543,  3  Abb.  App.  Dec.  43,  holding  where  question  previously  put  indicated 
nothing  but  name  of  person  with  whom  the  supposed  conversation  was  had  an 
insufficient  ground  was  laid  for  impeaching  testimony;  Com.  v.  Keyes,  11 
Gray,  323,  holding  he  may  introduce  only  that  part  of  rest  of  conversation  that 
relates  to  the  same  subject. 
Right  of  explanation  of  adverse  evidence. 

Cited  in  Risdon  v.  Yates,  145  Cal.  210,  78  Pac.  641,  holding  where  i)lea  of 
guilty  was  introduced  from  justice's  docket  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  intro- 
duce all  evidence  said  at  time  of  plea  qualifying  the  admission;  Granite  Gold 
Min.  Co.  v.  Maginness,  118  Cal.  131,  50  Pac.  269,  holding  the  entire  admis- 
sion is  to  be  taken  together;  Drew  v.  Kimball,  43  N.  H.  282,  80  Am.  Dec.  103, 
holding  where  evidence  had  been  introduced  of  conversation  in  which  plaintifl" 
statt.'d  another  owned  the  property,  it  was  eom])oteiit  for  plaintiff'  to  explain 
such  statement;  Rishop  v.  Lehman,  0  Phila.  112,  30  Pliila.  Leg.  Int.  108,  hold- 
ing the  court  must  recogni/,(!  the  possible  injustic(!  wliich  may  arise  from  a 
wholly  unexp(;cted  attack  u])()n  an  nl)sent  witness,  and  where  no  opportunity 
is  givt-n    to   re])('l    it   should    i^niiit    a    new   trial;    Dowiiei-    \.    Dana,    19    Vt.   338; 
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Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  Walk.  Ch.  (Mich.)  48;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Stewart,  141  Ky. 
270,  132  S.  VV.  435, — holding  that  inipeaclied  witness  at  one  stage  of  proceed- 
ing:-i  or  anotlier  should  always  be  given  ojjportunity  to  e.xplain  supposed 
contradictory  statement. 

Kight  to  call  out  entire  document  or  narrative  in  evidence  where  part  of 
statement    is    given. 

Cited  in  Lyon  v.  Batz,  42  Mo.  App.  GOG,  holding  where  part  of  a  conversation 
is  oflered  in  evidence,  as  an  admission  the  whole  conversation  is  admissible; 
Westmoreland  v.  State,  45  Ga.  225,  holding  where  part  of  a  conversation  is 
introduced  in  evidence  it  is  permissible  to  allow  it  all  to  be  given ;  Jones  v. 
United  States,  89  C.  C.  A.  303,  1G2  Fed.  417,  holding  where  a  witness  admitted  on 
cross-examination  that  he  made  a  certain  sworn  statement,  the  entire  statement 
was  admissible,  but  witness  could  not  be  examined  as  to  suggested  statements  found 
therein;  Cook  v.  State,  24  N,  J.  L.  843,  holding  the  whole  of  an  admission  made 
by  SI  party,  in  criminal  as  well  as  civil  oases,  is  to  be  taken  together;  Davis 
v.  Sanders,  11  N.  H.  259,  holding  all  that  is  necessary  is  that  it  relate  to  the 
subject  matter  of  the  suit;  Morris  v.  Jamieson,  205  111.  87,  G8  N.  E.  742,  holding 
Avhere  party  introduced  a  statement  of  an  account  in  evidence  his  opponent 
may  on  cross-examination  establish  contents  of  letter  sent  with  the  statement; 
Williams  v.  Keyser,  11  Fla.  234,  89  Am.  Dec.  243;  State  v.  Swink,  19  N. 
C.  (2  Dev.  &  B.  L.)  9, — holding  that  in  criminal  as  well  as  in  civil  cases,  whole 
of  admission  made  by  party  is  to  be  taken  together. 

Distinguished  in  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Arterj%  137  U.  S.  507, 
34  L.  ed.  747,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  129,  holding  the  rule  does  not  apply  where 
opposite  party  did  not  object  that  whole  statement  was  not,  but  sliould  have 
been,  read  in  evidence,  and  the  court  with  his  assent,  excluded  it  from  being 
read  in  evidence. 

Disapproved  in  Dorlon  v.  Douglass,  6  Barb.  451,  holding  he  cannot  be  re- 
examined as  to  assert'ons  not  connected  with  the  part  related  on  cross  exam- 
ination; Garey  v.  Nicholson,  24  Wend.  350,  holding  where  party  avails  himself 
of  an  admission  of  his  adversary  the  opposite  party  cannot  prove  other  parts 
of  conversation  not  connected  with  the  admission  made;  Rouse  v.  Whited,  25  N. 
Y.  170,  82  Am.  Dec.  337,  holding  where  part  of  a  conversation  has  been  given 
in  evidence,  any  other  part  of  the  conversation  may  be  given  in  reply  which 
would  in  any  way  explain  or  qualify  the  part  first  given  in  evidence;  Forrest 
v.  Forrest,  G  Duer,  111,  holding  where  defendant  read  on  the  trial  of  an  action 
part  of  an  affidavit  made  by  plaintiff  in  another  action,  plaintiff  Avas  entitled 
to  read  from  the  affidavit  only  such  parts  as  would  tend  to  explain  the  ad- 
missions made;  Wentworth  v.  ^McDuffie,  48  N.  H.  402,  holding  reading  a  passage 
from  memorandum  does  not  entitle  opposite  party  to  read  entire  memorandum, 
but  only  so  much  as  bore  on  or  tended  to  explain  part  read;  Gemmill  v.  State, 
IG  Ind.  App.  154,  43  N.  E.  909,  holding  where  letter  is  shown  witness  and  ha 
lias  acknowledged  writing  it,  he  may  be  questioned  as  to  portions  of  it,  where 
such  portions  are  not  wrested  from  their  connection,  the  letter  later  being 
put  in  evidence;  State  v.  Gedicke,  43  N.  J.  L.  SC,  4  Am.  Crira.  Rep.  6,  holding 
fact  that  defense  had  touched  upon  a  conversation  would  not  entitle  the 
opposite  party  to  set  forth  the  whole  conversation. 
Right  to  recall  witness  after  cross-examination. 

Cited  in  Clark  v.  Vorce,  15  Wend.  193,  30  Am.  Dec.  53,  holding  a  witness 
may  be  recalled  for  re-examination  even  after  cross-examination  where  the 
omission  to  examine  on  the  point  arose  from   inadvertence:    Little  v.   Com.   25 
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Gratt.  921,  holding  a  witness  may  be  recalled  for  purpose  of  asking  him  a  ques- 
tion with  a  view  to  impeaching  his  testimony  where  it  appears  the  evidence  was 
secured  after  he  left  the  stand;  Campbell  v.  State,  23  Ala.  44,  holding  where 
witness  has  been  cross-examined  respecting  former  statements  Avith  view  of 
impeachment,  the  coinisel  who  called  him  may  re-examine  for  purpose 
of  explanation;  Whitman  v.  ]\Iorey,  63  N.  H.  448,  2  Atl.  899,  holding  a  party 
calling  a  witness  may  re-examine  him  so  far  as  to  explain  the  sense  and  mean- 
ing of  expressions  used  by  him  in  a  former  statement  as  to  which  he  has  been 
cross-examined;  Wilsom  v.  Genseal,  113  111.  403,  1  N.  E.  905,  holding  court 
might  permit  the  recall  of  witness  for  cross-examination  for  purpose  of  laying 
foundation  for  impeachment  of  witness. 
Extent  of  right  of  inipeachnicnt  of  witness. 

Cited  in  Ware  v.  Ware,  8  Me.  42,  holding  where  questions  are  put  to  witness 
on  cross-examination  that  are  material  to  the  issue  they  may  be  contradicted 
by  other  proof;  M'Intire  v.  Young,  6  Blackf.  496,  39  Am.  Dec.  443,  holdirig  in 
regard  to  a  matter  collateral  and  foreign  to  the  merits  of  the  cause  on  trial  the 
Avitness  cannot  be  qviestioned;  Gaffney  v.  People,  1  Cow.  Crim.  Rep.  526,  holding 
that  it  is  competent  for  party  on  trial  to  prove  that  witness  on  part  of 
adversary,  had  made  oral  statements  inconsistent  with  evidence  upon  material 
question  given  by  him  on  trial;  Hanlon  v.  Ehrich,  86  App.  Div.  441,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  687  (reaffirming  80  App.  Div.  359,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  692),  holding  a  written 
statement  made  out  of  court  by  a  witness  may  be  read  in  evidence  by  ad- 
verse party;  Bemis  v.  Kyle,  5  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  232,  1  Sheldon,  134,  holding  that 
when  plaintiff's  witness,  on  cross-examination,  testified  to  promise  on  part  of 
plaintiff  to  reward  him,  if  he  would  succeed,  plaintiff  had  right  to  contradict 
him ;  Fries  v.  Brugler,  12  N.  J.  L.  79,  21  Am.  Dec.  52,  holding  where  daughter 
is  offered  as  a  witness  in  a  seduction  case  brought  by  her  father  she  may  be 
asked  whether  she  had  not  accused  a  certain  man  with  paternity  of  her  child 
for  purpose  of  discrediting  her;  People  v.  Gallahan,  29  Hun,  580,  holding  the 
minutes  of  the  examination  before  the  magistrates  admissible  in  evidence  to 
show  a  witness  had  contradicted  himself  under  oath;  Martineau  v.  May,  18 
Wis.  54,  holding  that  party  who  testifies  in  his  own  behalf,  may  be  impeached 
by  showing  that  he  has  attempted  to  procure  another  witness  to  give  false 
evidence  in  same  suit. 
Proof  of  contents  where  writing  is  in  existence. 

Cited  in  Williams  v.  Keyser,  11  Fla.  234,  89  Am.  Dec.  243,  holding  if  paper 
is  in  existence  testimony  cannot  be  received  as  to  its  contents;  Wiggins  v. 
Pryor,  3  Port.  (Ala.)  430,  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  of  payment  where 
there  is  a  written  receipt;  Iliggins  v.  Carlton,  28  Md.  115,  92  Am.  Dec.  666, 
holding  where  a  memorandum  is  in  court,  its  contents  could  not  be  proved  by 
parol  for  any  purpose;  Kimball  v.  Davis,  19  Wend.  437,  holding  declarations 
contradictory  of  testimony  taken  vuider  a  commission  cannot  be  shown  where 
objected  to;  Reg.  v.  Tower,  20  N.  B.  168,  holding  tiiat  contents  of  written  instru- 
ment, if  it  be  in  existence,  can  be  proved  only  by  instrument  itself;  Doe  ex  dem. 
Wetmore  v.  Bell,  30  N.  B.  83,  holding  that  paper,  not  in  evidence,  cannot  be 
read  to  witness  on  cross-examination  for  purpose  of  eliciting  answer  in  relation 
to  it;  Dionne  v.  Gagnon,  9  Quebec  L.  R.  20,  holding  that  the  contents  of  a 
written  instrument  which  is  capable  of  being  produced  must  be  proved  by  the 
instrument.  ^ 

Cited  in  note  in  11  E.  R.  C.  215,  on  parol  evidence  as  to  contents  of  written 
instrument. 
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—  AVlieii    writing    dcsti-oycd. 

Cited  in  ^JcGibbon  v.  Burpee,  25  N.  B.  81,  hohlinj^  that  person  who  received 
letter,  part  only  of  which  he  stated,  related  to  subject  matter  of  suit,  may  after 
destruction  of  letter,  testify  as  to  contents  of  that  part,  though  he  cannot  state 
words  of  remainder  of  it. 
Order  of  introduction  of  evidence. 

Cited  in  Boardnian  v.  Woodman,  47  X.  H.  120  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the 
order  of  proof. 

Acts  of  public  otliccr.s  outside  tlieir  duties  as  affecting  prosecution  of  case. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Min  Sing,  202  Mass.  121,  88  X.  E.  918,  holding  that  public 
prosecution  may  not  be  prejudiced  by  words  or  acts  of  persons  having  no  re- 
lation to  the  case,  other  than  in  performing  their  duties  as  public  officers. 
Papers  proved  on   cross-examination   as   evidence. 

Cited  in  Crane  v.  Clarke,  1  X.  B.  202,  on  papers  proved  on  cross-examination 
as   evidence  of  producing  party. 

11  E.  R.  C.  208,  SLATTEKIE  v.  POOLEY,  1  Harr.  &  W.  IG,-  4  Jur.  1038,  10  L.  J. 

Exch.  N.  S.  8,  6  Mees.  &  W.  664. 
Proof  of  contents  of  writing-  by  admissions  of  adverse  party. 

Cited  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Allen  v.  Blanche,  8  X.  B.  180,  holding  it  competent  for 
plaintifi"  to  give  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  written  agreement  by  the  state- 
ments and  admissions  of  the  defendant  himself;  Morey  v.  Hoyt,  62  Conn.  542,  19 
L.R.A.  611,  26  Atl.  127,  holding  oral  admissions  of  a  party  against  himself 
are  primary  evidence  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce  or  account  for  the 
writing;  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson,  4  Cijlo.  App.  355,  36  Pac.  67,  holding 
same  even  where  a  written  instrument  is  a  necessary  part  of  the  case  and  its 
contents  are  directly  in  issue:  Purinton  v.  Purinton,  101  Me.  250,  115  Am.  St 
Rep.  309,  63  Atl.  925,  8  Ann.  Cas.  205,  holding  where  letters  are  real  to  a  wit- 
ness testimony  of  such  Avitness  as  to  contents  may  be  given  as  admissions 
against  party;  Smith  v.  Palmer,  6  Cush.  513,  holding  general  principle  as  to 
the  production  of  MTitten  evidence  as  the  best  evidence,  does  not  apply  to 
the  admissions  of  parties;  Edgar  v.  Richardson,  33  Ohio  St.  581,  31  Am.  Rep. 
571,  holding  admissions  of  a  party  relating  to  the  contents  of  a  record  are  ad- 
missible if  place  where  it  can  be  obtained  be  concealed  by  party;  Rogers  v. 
Card,  7  U.  C.  C.  P.  89,  holding  evidence  of  conversations  in  which  one  stat<>d  he 
had  given  a  deed  to  one  deceased,  admissible  in  action  of  ejectment ;  Cleveland 
V.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  93-  Fed.  113,  holding  answers  made  in  former 
trial  admissible  in  evidence;  Cociancich  v.  Vazzoler,  48  App.  Div.  462,  62  X.  Y. 
Supp.  893,  holding  same  where  record  is  on  file  in  foreign  country  and  therefore 
impossible  to  produce;  Blackington  v.  Rockland,  66  Me.  332,  holding  records 
of  city  competent  evidence  to  show  that  a  bill  of  damages  was  presented  wliere 
they  show  a  clear  and  express  admission  of  presentation  of  the  claim  for  dam- 
ages; Barton  v.  Bouvier,  1  Phila.  523,  12  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  14,  holding  where  plain- 
tiff put  in  evidence  a  brief  of  title  prepared  by  defendants'  conveyancer  it  might 
be  proved  by  declarations  and  admissions:  Clark  v.  Stevenson,  23  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
525,  on  proof  admissible  within  principle  of  cited  case;  Minnesota  Debenture  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  96  Minn.  91,  107  X.  W.  740,  on  proof  of  a  document  by  admissions  of 
adverse  party;  Taylor  v.  Peck,  21  Gratt.  11,  holding  that  parol  admission  of  par- 
ty to  suit  is  always  admissible  in  evidence  against  liim:  Fairbanks  v.  Kuhn,  14 
N.  S.  147,  on  the  admissibilitv  of  admissions  as  to  contents  of  lease  without  its 
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production;  Dionne  v.  Gagnon,  9  Quebec  L.  R.  20,  holding  contents  of  ballot  may 
be  proved  by  admissions  of  elector,  or  by  secondary  evidence  if  it  cannot  be 
produced;  Re  Harslia,  11  Ont.  L.  Rep.  494  (dissenting  opinion),  on  proof  of 
contents  by  admissions. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  213-217,  on  parol  evidence  as' to  contents  of 
written  instruments. 

Distinguished  in  Bivins  v.  McElroy,  11  Ark.  23,  52  Am.  Dec.  258,  holding  a 
parol  admission,  made  in  pais,  cannot  supply  the  place  of  existing  evidence  by 
matter  of  record;  Hewitt  v.  Cane,  26  Ont.  Rep.  133,  holding  recorded  admissions 
as  found  in  an  indictment  with  an  endorsement  of  acquittal  were  not  admis- 
sible, where  the  formal  record  of  acquittal  could  be  produced;  Smith  v.  Nevilles, 
18  U.  C.  Q.  B.  473,  liolding  a  memorial  signed  by  the  grantor  is  not  competent 
evidence  of  a  deed  against  one  not  claiming  under  him  where  the  original  is  not 
first  accounted  for;  Green  v.  Burtch,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  313,  holding  subsequent  ad- 
missions of  liability  on  part  of  defendant  for  purchase  of  land  assigned  is  not 
admissible  but  writing  must  be  produced  where  the  defense  is  that  there  was  no 
note  or  memorandum  of  the  purchase;  Lynch  v.  O'Hara,  6  U.  C.  C.  V.  259,  hold- 
ing admissions  of  the  defendant  as  to  contents  of  a  deed  when  under  examina- 
tion as  a  witness  cannot  be  given  as  primary  evidence;  Stafford  v.  Trueman,  7 
U.  C.  C.  P.  41,  holding  that  dower  cannot  be  allowed  in  lands,  where  only  evi- 
dence that  plaintifl's  husband  had  title,  consisted  of  parol  statements  that  the 
husband  had  traded  land  with  another;  R.  v.  Gagan,  17  U.  C.  C.  P.  530,  holding 
a  conviction  for  perjury  in  giving  false  statement  before  a  notary  as  to  loss 
sustained  under  a  fire  insurance  policy  is  had  in  failing  to  produce  policy  show- 
ing conditions  in  making  proof  of  loss,  the  affidavit  of  notary  was  produced ;  Bauld 
V.  Reid,  36  N.  S.  127,  holding  admissions  of  a  party  as  to  contents  of  notes 
turned  over  to  liim  by  a  woman  about  to  become  his  wife,  is  not  admissible  where 
included  in  testimony  taken  by  a  commissionei . 

Disapproved  in  Cumberland  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Giltinan,  48  N.  J.  L.  495,  57 
Am.    Rep.    580,    7    Atl.    424,    holding   an    insurance    policy's    existence    cannot   be 
proved  by   admissions  witliout  tlie  production   of  the   instrument,   and   without 
accounting  for  its  absence. 
Admission.s  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  Maurice  v.  Worden,  54  l\Td.  2">3,  39  Am.  Rep.  384,  holding  the  admis- 
sions of  a  party,  freely  and  voluntarily  made,  are  always  evidence  which  may  be 
introduced  by  the  opposite  party;  State  v.  Greene,  38  Utah,  389,  115  Pac.  181, 
hohling  tliat  in  prosecution  for  adultery,  aflidavit  signed  by  prosecutrix  to  effect 
that  she  was  mother  of  child,  that  accused  was  its  father,  that  she  was  unmarried, 
shown  to  accused,  wlio  admitted  intercourse  v,'as  admissible  in  evidence  as  parb 
of  prior  transaction. 
—  In  depo.sition. 

Cited  in  Loomis  v.  Wadliams,.8  Gray,  557,  holding  portion  of  deposition  prop- 
erly admitted  where  tlic  part  was  admission  of  a  party  to  the  record;  State  ex 
rel.  Goldsoll  v.  Cliatliam  Nat.  Bank,  80  Mo.  026,  liolding  deposition  of  party 
competent  evidence  against  her,  being  in  the  nature  of  admissions  adverse  to 
her  pretended  rights;  Priest  v.  Way,  87  Mo.  16  (dissenting  opinion),  on  ad- 
mission of  deposition  in  evidence  against  a  person. 
Necessity  of  producing  written  instrument  where  evidence  relates  to  it. 

Cited  in  Swing  v.  Cloquet  Lumber  Co.  121  Minn.  221,  L.R.A. — ,  — , 
141  N^.  \V.  117,  holding  that  contents  of  policy  of  insurance  and  of  premium 
iiofc   iiiny   he    proved   against   party   l)y   his   admissions    in    writing,   witliout   pro- 
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fluction  of  original  documents  themselves:  Doe  ex  clem.  Lount  v.  Simpson,  0 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  544,  liolding  evidence  tliat  defendant  went  into  possession  under  a 
person  under  contract  to  purchase  wlio  held  bond  for  a  deed,  and  who  expressly 
agreed  to  go  out  of  possession  in  default  of  payments  admissible  without  show- 
ing contents  of  bond;  Van  Allan  v.  Frymcre,  14  U.  C.  Q.  B.  579,  holding  in  an 
action  for  money  received  on  note,  and  a  defense  of  payment  and  surrender  of 
note  by  maker  the  production  of  the  note  is  not  necessary. 

11  E.  R.  C.  218,  MKRES  v.  ANSELL,  3  Wils.  275. 
Admissibility  of  purol  evidence  to  coiitradicl  writing'. 

Cited  in  Paysant  v.  Ware,  1  Ala.  IGO,  holding,  as  a  general  rule,  it  is  not  per- 
missible to  show  tliat  writing  does  not  contain  the  entire  agreement,  or  that 
it  contains  too  much;  Pattison  v.  Hull,  9  Cow.  747;  Stevens  v.  Cooper,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  425,  7  Am.  Dec.  499, — holding  such  evidence  is  not  only  contrary  to  the 
statute  of  frauds,  but  to  the  maxims  of  the  common  law;  Wyche  v.  Winship,  l.T 
Ga.  208,  liolding  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  prove  even  those  collateral 
matters   concerning   whicli   the   writing   is  silent;    Lewis  v.   Gray,   1   Mass.   297, 

2  Am.  Dec.  21,  holding  that  if  what  was  originally  by  parol  be  afterwards  re- 
iluced  to  writing  and  signed  by  parties  it  may  be  admitted  although  it  vary 
original  written  contract;  Allen  v.  Kingsbury,  16  Pick.  235,  holding  that  parol 
evidence  is  inadmissible  to  show  that  curve  line  was  intended,  where  instrument 
described  dividing  line  as  running  from  one  landmark  to  another;  Murray  v. 
Hatch,  6  Mass.  465,  holding  that  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  disannul  or 
substantially  to  vary  written  contract;  Streator  v.  Jones,  10  N.  C.  (3  Hawks) 
423  (dissenting  opinion),  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to  vary  or  contradict 
written  contract;  Smith  v.  Williams,  4  N.  C.  (1  Car.  Law  Repos.)  264,  holding 
that  parol  evidence  of  soundness  of  slave  cannot  be  set  up  where  tliere  was 
written  contract  of  sale;  Shepherd  v.  Watson,  1  Watts,  35,  holding  that  when 
right  of  waj^  appurtenant  to  land  is  plainly  conveyed  by  terms  of  deed,  it  is  in- 
competent to  prove  by  parol  that  it  was  not  intention  that  it  should  be  con- 
veyed; Wiener  v.  Whipple,  53  Wis.  298,  40  Am.  Rep.  775,  10  N.  W.  433,  hold- 
ing where  sale  note  is  silent  as  to  the  sample  it  cannot  be  incorporated  into 
the  contract;  Smith  v.  Williams,  5  N.  C.  (1  Murph.)  426,  4  Am.  Dec.  564, 
liolding  a  sale  witli  written  warranty  of  title  cannot  be  enlarged  by  parol  proof 
of  a  warranty  as  to  the  quality;  Wells  v.  Baldwin,  18  Johns.  45,  holding  where 
bond  is  for  payment  of  money  on  a  fixed  day,  contradictory  evidence  is  not  ad- 
missible; Jackson  ex  dem.  Dox  v.  Jackson,  5  Cow.  173,  holding  a  bond  for  pay- 
ment of  money  at  fixed  times  cannot  be  varied  by  parol  evidence  the  pavment  was 
conditional;  Gazoway  v.  Moore,  Harp^  L.  401,  holding  parol  evidence  cannot  be 
admitted  to  annul  or  substantially  vary  a  written  agreement;  Collam  v.  Hocker, 
1  Rawle,  108,  holding  it  is  not  admissible  to  prove  reservation  of  a  right,  not 
reserved  by  or  noticed  in  the  deed;  Berridge  v.  Glassey,  16  W.  N.  C.  255,  42 
Phila.  Leg.  Int.  256,  liolding  a  case  of  a  latent  ambiquity,  an  averment  to  explain 
it  by  parol  evidence  is  admissible;  Bennett  v.  Murray,  5  N.  S.  614  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  admissibility  of  parol  evidence;    Doe  ex  dem.  Taylor  v.  Peterson, 

3  U.  C.  Q.  B.  0.  S.  497,  holding  that  parol  evidence  to  show  that  deed  made 
to  deceased  person  was  intended  as  mortgage  was  inadmissible;  Bown  v.  West, 
1  U.  C.  Err.  &  App.  117,  to  the  point  that  parties  are  bound  by  deed  executed 
in  evidence  of  transaction  regardless  of  parol  agreements. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  441,  on  purposes  for  which  evidence  of 
reputation  is  admissible. 
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Distinguished  in  Tliomson  v.  White,  1  Ball.  424,  1  L.  ed.  200,  1  Am.  Dec. 
252,  holding  parol  proof  of  a  parol  agreement,  by  which  husband  and  wife  con- 
veyed property  reconveyed  to  them  as  joint  tenants,  may  he  shown:  Birchfield 
V.  Castleman,  Addison  (Pa.)  181,  holding  where  it  tends  to  affect  the  writing 
only  in  an  immaterial  part,  or  to  establish  some  thing  collateral  it  may  l)e  ad- 
mitted. 
Presumption  as  to  existence  of  a  cause  of  action  after  verdict. 

Cited  in  Bartlett  v.  Crozier,  17  Johns.  438,  8  Am.  Dec.  42S,  holding  a  title 
defectively  set  out  may  be  cured,  but  not  a  total  defect  of  title:  Nail  v.  Hill, 
Peck  (Tenn.)  325,  holding  if  facts  alleged  be  so  uncertainly  stated,  as  to  render 
the  fact  not  provable  at  all  by  any  evidence,  then  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  the 
circumstances  of  any  particular  time,  place,  persons  and  subject,  distinguishable 
from  all  others  was  proved;  Rowand  v.  Tyler,  3  U.  C.  Q.  B.  O.  S  630,  holding 
the  court  will  not  order  a  plea  of  release  to  be  taken  off  the  files,  even  after  ver- 
dict, where  shown  to  be  fraudulent. 

11  E.  R.  C.  236,  GRIFFITS  v.  PAYNE,  11  Ad.  &  El.  131,  9  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  34, 

3  Perry  &  D.  107. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  of  collateral  facts. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Jackson,  95  Mo.  623,  8  S.  W.  749,  holding  evidence  of  horse 
stealing  inadmissible  in  a  trial  for  murder  where  no  connection  is  shown  be- 
tween the  subsequent  horse  stealing  and  the  murder;  Bank  of  Nova  Scotia  v. 
Robinson,  33  N.  B.  326  (dissenting  opinion),  on  admissibility  of  previous  trans- 
actions in  evidence  of  fact. 
—  Otlicr  forgeries  by  same  party. 

Cited  in  Armstrong  v.  Gage,  25  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  1,  holding  the  altering  of  a 
ticket  so  as  to  obtain  a  warehouse  receipt  for  a  larger  quantity,  could  not  be 
evidence  of  the  fact  of  forging  prior  tickets;  Costello  v.  Crowell,  139  Mass.  588, 
2  N.  E.  098,  holding  where  sole  issue  is  Avhether  a  note  was  forged,  evidence 
that  plaintiff  forged  others  is  inadmissible  it  being  immaterial  who  did  the 
forgery. 

Distinguished  in  Ilaynes  v.  Christian,  30  ]\Io.  App.  198,  holding  evidence,  of- 
fered to  prove  that  other  notes  than  ones  in  suit  were  forgeries  when  offered 
with  evidence  already  introduced,  bringing  the  collateral  facts  into  a  common 
system  with  tliose  under  trial,  was  admissible. 

11  E.  R.  C.  248,  WRIGHT  v.  DOE,  1  Ad.  &  EI.  3,  3  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  360,  3  Nev. 

&  :M.  268. 
.\dmissibiljty  of  evidence   taken    in    former  trial   between   parties. 

Cited  ill  Philadclpliia  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Howard,  13  How.  307,  14  L.  ed.  157. 
holding  the  deposition  of  a  deceased  witness,  regularly  taken  in  a  suit  in  which 
both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  parties,  and  touching  the  same  subject  mat- 
ter in  issue,  was  admissible;  Clealand  v.  Huey,  IS  Ala.  343,  holding  the  evi- 
dence admissible  where  second  trial  is  of  same  subject  matter  and  between 
those  who  represent  the  parties  Iiy  jirivity,  in  blood  or  estate;  Iloldbridge  v. 
Farmers  &  M.  Bank,  16  iMich.  66,  holding  absence  of  one  of  the  defendant  part- 
ners, who  had  paid  his  portion  of  debt  and  hnil  l)een  discharged,  did  not  alter 
substance  of  issue  so  a  deposition  taken  under  original  declaration  was  not 
adniissililp;  Brusli  v.  Holland,  3  Bradf.  240,  on  admissibility  of  letters  addressed 
by  third  parties  to  one  whose  sanity  is  in  issue;  IMetropolitan  Street  R.  Go.  v. 
Gniniby,  .'!0  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  206,  holding  testimony  at   infant's  suit  could 
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not  be  read  in  parent's  suit  for  loss  of  cliild's  services;  Erdman  v.  Walkerton,  22 
Ont.  Rep.  093,  holding  where  party  to  a  suit  for  damages  dies  before  trial  of  ac- 
tion his  deposition  taken  is  admissible  in  an  action  brought  by  his  widow,  as  ex- 
ecutrix; Confederation  Life  Asso.  v.  0"l)onnell,  Cameron  (Can.)  154  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  efl'ect  to  be  given  evidence  produced  at  former  trial;  Tliompson  v. 
Hall,  31  U.  C.  Q.  B.  367,  holding  a  former  judgment  in  ejectment  adniissil)lc, 
because  between  the  same  parties  or  privies. 

Distinguished  in  Morgan  v.  Nicholl,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  117,  30  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  80, 
12  Jur.  X.  S.  903,  15  L.  T.  N.  S.  184,  15  Week.  Rep.  110,  holding  the  evidence  in 
a  former  action  of  ejectment  is  not  admissible  where  second  action  is  brought  by 
son  of  former  plaintiff;  Orr  v.  Hadley,  30  N.  H.  575,  holding  testimony  is  never 
admitted,  if  new  parties,  who  are  not  privies,  are  introduced  into  the  second 
suit;  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Gumby,  39  C.  C.  A.  455,  99  Fed.  192,  holding 
testimony  of  deceased  witness  in  another  action  for  damages  is  not  admissible  in 
a  subsequent  action  by  witness's  mother  claiming  damages  for  loss  of  services  of 
such  witness. 
Xonexpert  opinions   in   evidence. 

Cited  in  Choice  v.  State,  31  Ga.  424,  holding  that  family  and  neighborhood  rep- 
utation is  not  admissible  to  prove  that  prisoner  was  permanently  injured  in  his 
mind,  by  reason  of  injury  he  had  received;  Beanbien  v.  Cicotte,  12  Mich.  459,  hold- 
ing witnesses  who  are  not  experts  may  testify  to  their  opinions  upon  the  question 
of  mental  capacity  of  testator;  Boardman  v.  Woodman,  47  N.  H.  120  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  admissibility  of  nonexpert  opinions. 
Who  are  parties  to  a  cause  of  action. 

Cited  in  Peterson  v.  Lotlirop,  34  Pa.  223,  holding  those  are  held  to  be  parties 
who  have  a  right  to  control  the  proceedings  to  make  defense,  to  adduce  and  cross- 
examine  witnesses,  and  to  appeal  from  the  decision,  if  appeal  lies. 
Proof  of  execution  by  proof  of  handwriting  of  attesting  witness. 

Cited  in  Hawkinson's  Will,  143  Wis.  136.  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  1091,  126  N.  W. 
683,  h»lding  that  proof  of  authenticity  of  signatures  of  deceased  witness  to  will 
prima  facie  establishes  all  facts  essential  to  due  execution  to  which  witness  could 
depose  if  present;  Rogers  v.  Shortis,  10  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  243,  holding  where  one 
witness  to  a  deed  is  accounted  for  and  signature  and  death  of  other  attesting 
witness  is  proved  there  is  a  sufficient  prima  facie  proof  of  its  execution. 
Purpose  of  law  in  requiring  attesting  witnesses  to  will. 

Cited  in  Re  Van  Ness,  78  Misc.  592,  139  X^.  Y.  Supp.  485,  holding  that  purpose 
of  law  requiring  attesting  witnesses  to  will  is  primarily  for  security  of  testator 
and  to  protect  him  against  force,  fraud  or  undue  influence. 

Effect   on   jurisdiction   of   law   courts   of   statute   giving   chancery   juris- 
diction. 

Cited  in  American  Dock  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  Public  Schools,  37  X.  J.  Eq.  266,  on 
effect,  on  right  to  a  trial  by  action  at  law,  of  statute  giving  to  chajicery  determi- 
nation of  adverse  claims. 

11  E.  R.  C.  266,  HIGHAIM  v.  RIDGWAY,  10  East,  109,  10  Revised  Rep.  235. 
Declarations  to  establish  ancestry  or  pedigree. 

Cited  in  Putnam  v.  Lincoln  Sale  Deposit  Co.  87  App.  Div.  13,  83  X.  Y.  Supp. 
1091,  holding  pedigree  is  one  of  the  exceptions  to  the  admission  of  hearsay  evi- 
dence, arising  from  the  necessity  of  the  case;  Gregory  v.  Baugh,  2  Leigh,  665, 
.holding  hearsav  evidence  admissible  to  establish  ancestor  of  a  party;  Emerson  v. 
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White,  29  N.  H.  482,  holding  declarations  of  deceased  relatives,  who  had  at  the 
time  no  interest  to  misrepresent,  are  evidence  to  prove  a  pedigree;  Collins  v. 
Grantham,  12  Ind.  440,  admitting  entries  written  by  parent  in  a  hymn  book  to 
prove  age  of  a  child,  where  parents  were  both  dead;  Little  v.  Palister,  4  jNle.  20!), 
holding  recitals  in  ancient  deeds  admissible  in  evidence  of  pedigree;  Clark  v. 
Society  of  St.  James'  Church,  21  Hun,  95,  holding  the  register  of  baptisms  of  a 
certain  church  proved  to  be  in  handwriting  of  a  deceased  clergyman,  showing  dates 
of  visits  in  village,  was  admissible  as  tending  to  establish  an  alleged  marriage  on 
certain  date;  Westfield  v.  Warren,  8  N.  J.  L.  249,  holding  those  courts  allowing 
the  greatest  latitude,  admit  hearsay  evidence  in  cases  of  pedigree  only  from 
persons  living  in  habits  of  intimacy  with  tlie  family;  Fosgate  v.  Herkimer  Mfg.  & 
Hydraulic  Co.  12  Barb.  352,  holding  family  tradition  of  the  death  of  a  member, 
is  inadmissible  where  the  declarants  themselves  are  still  living;  Re  Hurlburt,  08 
Vt.  366,  35  L.R.A.  794,  35  Atl.  77,  holding  mere  reputation  in  the  family  as  to 
death  of  a  member  is  not  admissible  to  prove  death;  Doe  ex  dem.  Humberstone  v. 
Thomas,  3  U.  C.  Q.  B.  0.  S.  33,  holding  pedigree  evidence  must  not  be  loose  in 
proof  of  line  of  descent. 

Distinguished  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Garland  v.  Browner,  18  Johns.  37,  holding 
hearsay  is  not  admissible  to  prove  pedigree  where  witnesses  are  not  connected 
with  the  family  and  have  no  personal  knowledge  of  the  facts  of  which  they  speak. 
Admissibility  of  entries  against   interest  of  maker. 

Cited  in  Coffin  v.  Bucknam,  12  Me.  471;  Carter  v.  Carter,  44  Mo.  195, — holding 
entries  made  by  persons  deceased,  against  their  interest,  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence; Barnard  v.  Planters'  Bank,  4  How.  (Miss.)  98,  holding  an  entry  or  memo- 
randum, by  one  who  knew  the  fact,  and  had  no  interest  to  falsify  it,  is  admissible 
after  his  death,  as  evidence  of  that  fact;  Baker  v.  Taylor,  54  Minn.  71,  55  N.  W. 
823,  holding  the  rule  admitting  such  evidence  owes  its  adoption  to  the  desire  of 
the  courts  to  prevent  a  failure  of  justice  in  cases  when  perhaps  the  facts  could  not 
otherwise  be  shown;  Livingston  v.  Tyler,  14  Conn.  493,  holding  the  principles 
upon  which  entries  made  by  third  persons  are  admitted  is  that  they  furnisli 
some  evidence  against  the  person  making  them;  Wheeler  v.  Walker,  45  N.  H.  355, 
holding  entries  made  in  the  usual  course  of  business  by  a  person  since  deceased, 
whose  duty  it  was  to  make  them,  and  who  had  at  the  time  no  interest  to  mis- 
represent the  facts,  are  admissible  in  evidence;  Case  v.  Potter,  8  Johns.  211, 
holding  books  of  entry  of  the  intestate  admissible  in  evidence  when  against  the 
interest  of  the  one  making  them;  Nicholls  v.  Webb,  8  Wheat.  326,  5  L.  ed.  6^8, 
liolding  books  of  a  notary,  admissible  to  prove  demand  and  protest  of  note,  after 
death  of  notary;  Chase  v.  Smith,  5  Vt.  556,  holding  a  written  entry,  made  by  a 
person  against  his  interest  at  the  time,  is  admissible  in  evidence  between  third 
parties,  after  death  of  party  making  the  entry;  Cann  v.  Cann,  40  W.  Va.  138, 
20  S.  E.  910,  holding  an  entry  acknowletlging  a  debt  due  for  services,  and  shown 
to  be  wholly  in  the  handwriting  of  deceased,  was  admissible  in' evidence;  Booge 
V.  Parsons,  2  Vt.  456,  21  Am.  Dec.  557,  holding  an  ancient  record  of  a  deed,  in 
handwriting  of  proper  officer  at  the  time,  though  not  certified  is  admissible  where 
tlie  original  deed  is  lost;  Drummond  v.  Prestman,  12  Wheat.  515,  6  L.  cd.  712, 
holding  a  record  of  a  judgment  admissible  as  an  acknowledgment  of  the  nature 
of  a  debt  and  that  euch  judgment  was  due  on  a  joint  trade  between  certain 
parties;  Heidenheimer  v.  Johnson,  7G  Tex.  200,  13  S.  W.  46,  holding  an  entry 
made  by  one  not  connected  with  the  litigation  is  admissible  in  evidence  when  the 
fact  slated  is  against  liis  interest,  and  when  the  entry  is  offered  after  his  death; 
Wheeler  v.  Robinson,  50  N.  11.  :'.()3,  holding  when  payee,  indorses  a  sum  as  paid 
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on  a  note,  with  no  motive  to  make  a  false  entry,  such  indorsement  ought  to  be 
received  as  evidence  of  a  corresponding  payment;  Rand  v.  Dodge,  17  N.  11.  34:5, 
holding  it  is  the  same  although  the  book  or  account  in  which  the  entry  is  made 
contains  an  entry  of  the  payment  by  the  party  making  it,  or  if  entry  itself  is 
only  evidence  of  the  charge,  of  which  it  shows  subsequent  liquidation;  Dwight 
V.  Brown,  9  Conn.  83,  holding  original  account  books  with  regular  entries  to  the 
credit  of  workmen  for  services,  with  settlements  at  certain  times,  admissible  in 
evidence;  Batchelder  v.  Sanborn,  22  N.  H.  325,  holding  account  books  inad- 
missible to  prove  a  collateral  matter;  Christopher  v.  Wilkins,  G4  N.  J.  Eq.  354, 
51  Atl.  728,  on  admissibility  of  memoranda  where  against  the  interest  of  persons 
making  them;  Heidenheimer  v.  Johnson,  70  Tex.  200,  13  S.  W.  46,  holding  that 
entry  in  books  of  bank,  in  handwriting  of  bookkeeper,  shown  to  be  dead,  against 
interest  of  bank,  is  competent  testimony;  Watson  v.  Harrington,  21  N.  S.  218, 
iiolding  that  indorsements  of  payments  of  interest  on  note  in  handwriting  of  de- 
ceased payee,  were  prima  facie  evidence  of  payment  to  take  note  out  of  statute 
of  limitations;  O'Connor  v.  Dunn,  2  Ont.  App.  Rep.  247,  holding  separate  entries 
in  a  surveyor's  diary,  one  of  which  was  an  acknowledgment  of  payment,  cannot  be 
read  together  as  an  entry  against  interest;  Ganton  v.  Size,  22  U.  C.  Q.  B.  473, 
holding  that  receipt  is  not  admissible  as  evidence  because  against  interest  of 
person  signing  where  it  supported  claim  for  large  sum  by  stating  that  such  sura 
was  due;  Re  Fountaine  [1909]  2  Ch.  382,  2  B.  R.  C.  654,  78  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  648, 
101  L.  T.  N.  S.  83,  25  Times  L.  R.  689,  holding  that  book  accounts  were  not  ad- 
missible as  being  entries  by  dead  man  against  interest,  where  they  were  not  ac- 
counts of  deceased,  but  of  firm  of  which  he  was  partner. 

Cited  in  notes  in  53  L.R.A.  516,  519,  526,  542,  on  use  of  person's  books  of 
account  as  evidence  upon  issues  between  other  parties;  2  B.  R.  C.  070,  671,  673, 
on  admissibility  as  between  third  parties  of  book  entries  against  interest  by  de- 
ceased persons. 

Distinguished  in  Lassone  v.  Boston  &  L.  R.  Co.  G6  N.  H.  345,  17  L.R.A.  525, 
24  Atl.  902,  holding  an  entry  in  a  book  of  account,  made  in  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness by  one  since  deceased,  is  admissible  in  evidence,  in  action  between  third 
parties,  though  not  against  interest  of  one  making  it;  Shields  v.  Ivey,  52  N.  J. 
L.  280,  19  Atl.  201,  holding  entries  of  payments,  and  receipts  for  rent  given  to 
tenants  by  person  since  deceased  are  inadmissible  as  evidence  of  adverse  pos- 
session; Austin  V.  Thomson,  45  N.  H.  113,  holding  entries  of  payment  of  rent  in 
rent  book  by  deceased  land  owner  are  not  admissible  to  show  a  tenancy  in  an 
action  by  the  heir  for  rent  for  same  premises. 

Limited  in  Gilchrist  v.  Martin,  Bail.  Eq.  492,  holding  the  entry  of  a  deceased 
peison  having  no  interest  to  establish  the  fact,  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  the 
case  of  a  birth  having  taken  place  at  some  remote  period,  where  against  his 
interest,  to  corroborate,  or  repel  a  conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  other  evidence  as 
to  the  fact. 
^  Of  declarations  against   interest. 

Cite<l  in  Humes  v.  O'Bryan,  74  Ala.  64,  holding  that  declarations  against 
interests  of  declarant  may  be  admissible  in  evidence  after  his  death  when  it  ap- 
pears that  he  had  knowledge  of  facts  stated;  Bird  v.  Hueston,  10  Ohio  St.  418, 
holding  that  before  declarations  against  interest  become  admissible,  it  must 
appear  that  declarant  had  actual  knowledge  of  facts;  Tate  v.  Tate,  75  Va.  522, 
holding  that  where  entry  is  offered  in  evidence  upon  ground  that  it  is  against 
interest  of  declarant,  it  must  be  of  pecuniary  or  proprietary  nature;  Confedera- 
tion Life  Asso.  v.  O'Donnell,  13  Can.  S.  C.  218,  holding  it  is  admissible  not  only 
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wlien  the  declaration  is  embodied  in  some  entry  or  memorandum  in  writing  but 
also  wlien  it  is  merely  oral;  Zimmerman  v.  Bloom,  43  Minn.  163,  45  N.  W.  10; 
Friberg  v.  Donovan,  23  111.  App.  58;  Peck  v.  Gilmer,  20  N.  C.  (4  Dcv.  &  B.  L. 
249)  391, — holding  where  person  having  peculiar  means  of  knowing  a  fact,  makes 
a  declaration  or  written  entry  of  the  fact,  Avhich  is  against  his  interest  at  the 
time,  this  may  be  given  in  evidence  after  his  death,  as  between  third  persons; 
Lyon  V.  Ricker,  141  N.  Y.  225,  30  N.  E.  189,  holding  declarations  by  party  while 
in  possession  of  real  property  in  relation  to  his  title,  and  against  his  interest  are 
admissible  in  evidence  in  actions  between  third  parties,  after  death  of  one  inaking 
the  declaration;  Mahaska  County  v.  Ingalls,  16  Iowa,  81,  holding  in  such  case 
no  distinction  is  to  be  drawn  between  declarations  reduced  to  writing  and  oral 
declarations;  Smith  v,  Moore,  142  N.  C.  277,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  684,  55  S.  E.  275, 
holding  a  declaration  of  one  in  possession  as  ostensible  owner  of  a  lot,  that  she 
had  parted  with  the  title  for  a  meritorious  consideration,  was  admissible  after 
death  of  party;  Peace  v.  Jenkins,  32  N.  C.  (10  Ired.  L.)  355,  holding  the  declara- 
tions of  a  deceased  person,  made  against  his  interest,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
where  upon  the  subject  matter  in  controversy;  Hinkley  v.  Davis,  6  N.  H.  210,  25 
Ajn.  Dec.  457,  holding  admissions  of  a  principal  since  deceased,  made  against  his 
interest,  admissible  in  an  action  against  a  surety;  Lamar  v.  Pearre,  90  Ga.  377, 
17  S.  E.  92,  holding  admissions  made  by  one  deceased  while  holding  property  as 
apparent  owner,  that  property  was  purchased  with  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
land  in  dispute,  were  admissible;  United  States  v.  Mulholland,  50  Fed.  413, 
holding  admission  of  a  theft  by  one  since  deceased  is  not  such  a  declaration 
against  interest  as  will  support  hearsay  evidence;  White  v.  Chouteau,  1  E.  D. 
Smith,  493,  holding  declarations  or  statements  of  facts  made  by  one  deceased 
and  at  variance  with  his  interests,  in  respect  to  which  he  might  have  been 
examined  if  alive,  are  admissible  as  between  third  parties. 

Distinguished  in  Lawrence  v.  Kimball,  1  Met.  524,  holding  admission  of  a  de- 
ceased collect6r  in  his  lifetime  that  a  ta.v  had  been  paid  was  not  admissible  in 
action  brought  by  his  successor  in  office  to  collect  the  tax;  Clarke  v.  Waite,  12 
Mass.  438,  holding  the  declarations  of  a  grantor  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  to 
defeat  his  deed;  Sturla  .v.  Freccia,  21  E.  R.  C.  672,  L.  R.  5  App.  Cas.  623,  50  L. 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  86,  43  L.  T.  N.  S.  209,  29  Week.  Rep.  217,  holding  the  rule  lias  no 
application  where  statements  are  not  against  pecuniary  interests. 
^Accounts  of  physicians  and   lilic  ministers. 

Cited  in  Knapp  v.  St.  Louis  Trust  Co.  199  ]Mo.  640,  98  S.  W.  70,  holding  ac- 
count  book   of   a   ])hysician,   since   deceased,   admissible  not  only   as  to   dates   he 
treated  testatrix  l)ut  also  to  show  disease  for  which  he  treated   her. 
Family  tradition  as  to  death  of  member  as  evidence. 

Cited   in   Fosgate  v.   Herkimer   Mfg.   &   Hydraulic   Co.    12   Barb.    352,   holding 
that  family  tradition  of  death  of  member,  vniless  declarants  be  themselves  dead, 
is  inadmissible. 
Burden  of  proof  of  an    interest  had   by   declarant. 

Cited   in   Carter   v.    I'.ucliaunon,   .3   Ga.   513,   holding   it   lay   upon    the  plaintiffa 
to  prove  affirmatively  iliat  llic  dcclaiatioiis  were  made  at  a  time  when  the  de- 
clarant had   an   intcrcsf. 
—  To    pro\  (•    facJ    dilliciill    ul"    proof   by    lapse   of   time. 

(Jited  in  Oldtowii  v.  Shapliegli,  33  Me.  278,  holding  a  writ  drawn  and  dated, 
but  never  served,  admissible  in  evidence  to  show  residence  of  a  pauper  on  a  par- 
ticular day  twenty-two  years  before:   Fitch  v.  Chapman,  10  Conn.  8.  holding  sucli 
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declarations  are  admitted  upon  the  principle,  that  by  the  decease  of  the  person, 

better  evidence  cannot  be  had. 

—  To   establish  a   deed   where  original   is   lost. 

Cited  in  Allen  v.  Parish,  3  Ohio,  107,  holding  copies  of  deeds  where  the  original 
is  lost,  may  be  received  in  evidence,  where  made  by  disinterested  parties  under 
circumstances  where  no  evidence  of  fraud  is  shown. 
Nature  of  an  admission  to  be  against  interest. 

Cited  in  White  v.  Chouteau,  10  Barb.  202,  holding  a  declaration  that  one  had 
made  sale  and  received  the  money  on  the  guaranty  of  the  broker  was  a  declaration 
against  interest. 
Delinition  of  "reputation." 

Cite<l  in  lladdoclv  v.  Boston  &  ^L  R.  Co.  3  Allen,  298,  81  Am.  Dec.  650,  holding 
'"reputation"    to   be   defined    "as   hearsay   of   those   who   may   be   supposed  to   be 
acquainted  with  the  facts  handed  down." 
Books  of  party  as  evidence  of  claim  for  money  paid  to  use  of  another. 

Cited  in  Snell  v.  Eckerson,  8  Iowa,  284,  holding  tliat  party  cannot  be  made 
liable  for  money  paid  to  his  uf-e,  unless  his  request  to  pay  money,  is  proved  by 
other  evidence  tlian  that  furnislied  by  books  of  plaintiff. 

Receipts  for   money  paid  by   agent  as  evidence  of  payment  on   account 
of  principal. 

Cited  in  Given  v.  Gould,  39  Me.  410,  holding  that  in  actions  between  principal 
and  his  agent,  receipts  taken  by  latter  for  payment  of  money  to  third  persons  on 
account  of  principal,  are  admissible,  to  support  account  in  set-off  for  such  dis- 
bursements, without  proof  of  actual  payment. 

11  E.  R.  C.  282,  TH0:MPS0N  v.  TREVANION,  Skinner,  402. 
Statements  part  of  res  gestae. 

Cited  in  Braswcll  v.  State,  2  Shannon  Cas.  595,  holding  statement  accompany- 
ing transaction  and  inseparably  connected  and  identified  with  and  calculated  to 
explain  it,  admissible;  Totten  v.  Tottcn,  172  Mich.  565,  138  N.  W.  257,  holding 
that  in  action  for  assault,  including  forcible  ravishment,  it  was  competent  to 
show  by  plaintiff  that,  on  day  following,  she  complained  to  her  husband  of  de- 
fendant's wrongful  act ;  Waldele  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  29  Hun,  35,  hold- 
ing statement  by  deaf  mute  to  another,  being  first  person  with  whom  he  could 
converse  and  made  so  soon  after  transaction  to  preclude  idea  of  design,  admissible; 
Snover  v.  Blair,  25  N.  J.  L.  94,  holding  declarations  of  wife  made  on  day  but  not 
at  time  of  leaving  liusband,  as  to  causes  of  her  leaving,  inadmissible;  Keath  v. 
Shiffer,  HO  Pa.  Dist.  R.  507,  holding  that,  in  action  for  alienation  of  wife's  af- 
fections, her  declarations  are  admissible  to  sliow  tliat  she  left  plaintiff,  because  of 
his  own  conduct ;  Reddig  v.  Eberly,  27  Lane.  L.  Rev.  124,  holding  that  in  action 
for  alienation  of  wife's  affections,  declarations  of  wife  at  time,  in  absence  of  hus- 
band, as  to  why  she  had  left  him,  are  admissible;  Monroe  v.  State,  5  Ga.  85,  hold- 
ing declarations  accompanying  act  and  part  of  transaction  admissible;  People  v. 
Ah  Lee,  69  Cal.  85,  holding  statement  after  completion  of  act  and  with  view  to 
apprehension  of  offender  inadmissible;  Cox  v.  State,  S  Tex.  App.  254,  34  Am.  Rep. 
746,  holding  declarations  at  time  as  to  present  mental  emotions  and  feelings  and 
who  it  is  that  lias  caused  them  admissible;  State  v.  Gillick,  7  Iowa,  287,  on  ad- 
missibility of  statements  made  under  sense  of  impending  death;  Spatz  v.  Lyons, 
55  Barb.  476  (dissenting  opinion),  on  admissibility  of  statement  made  by  witness 
day  after  transaction. 

Notes  on  E.  R.  C— 72. 
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Cited   in   notes   in    19   L.R.A.   750,    on   declarations  as   part   of   res  gesta;;    41 
L.R.A.  (N.S. )  920,  on  admissibility  of  previous  statements  by  witness  out  of  court 
consistent  with  his  testimony. 
—  As  to  author,  time  and  circumstances  of  wounding  or  accident. 

Cited  in  Travellers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mosley,  8  Wall.  397,  19  L.  ed.  437,  2  Legal  Gaz. 
29,  holding  where  jirincipal  fact  is  fact  of  bodily  injury  statements  by  injured 
party  made  nearly  contemporaneously  with  occurrence  of  injury,  and  those  re- 
lating to  consequences  made  during  subsistence  thereof,  admissible;  Kehan  v. 
Washington  R.  &  Electric  Co.  28  App.  D.  C.  108  (dissenting  opinion),  on  admissi- 
bility of  statement  several  minutes  after  occurrence  of  accident,  voluntarily  made; 
Washington  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  McLane,  11  App.  D.  C.  220,  holding  declaration  of 
child  mortally  injured  in  accident,  made  while  lying  at  scene  of  accident  from  five 
to  ten  minutes  after  occurrence  as  to  cause  of  injury,  made  to  mother,  admissible; 
People  v.  Dewey,  2  Idaho,  S3,  6  Pac.  103,  holding  declarations  of  deceased  made 
one-half  to  three-quarters  of  an  hour  after  fatal  wound,  and  after  he  had  been 
removed  from  scene  of  affray  to  home  inadmissible;  Hill  v.  Com.  2  Gratt.  o94, 
liolding  statements  made  by  deceased  immediately  after  wound  is  inflicted  and 
l)efore  time  for  fabrication  of  story,  admissible;  Gardner  v.  Kellogg,  23  Minn. 
463,  holding  in  civil  action  for  assault  of  indecent  character  on  female,  proof  of 
complaint  of  assault,  if  made  while  still  suffering  from  smart  of  injury  received, 
admissible;  Mayes  v.  State,  64  Miss.  329,  60  Am.  Rep.  58,  1  So.  733,  holding 
declarations  of  person  fatally  wounded  made  at  a  place  to  which  he  had  fled  to 
witness  by  whom  found,  five  minutes  after  wound  inflicted,  as  to  how  and  by 
whom  wounded,  inadmissible;  Robinson  v.  State,  57  Md.  14,  holding  statements, 
sliowing  character  and  intention  of  act,  admissible;  State  v.  Molisse, .38  La.  Ann. 
381,  58  Am.  Rep.  181,  holding  statement  of  deceased  made  ten  minutes  after  fatal 
shooting  as  to  his  own  conduct  in  causing  shooting,  admissible;  McLeod  v.  Ginther, 
SO  Ky.  399,  holding  declarations  of  engineer  of  train  made  few  minutes  after  col- 
lision wlien  there  was  no  time  to  devise  falsehood,  as  to  cause,  admissible;  John- 
son v.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  419,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  930,  17  S.  W.  1070,  holding  declara- 
tions of  present  bodily  sufi'ering  and  cause,  admissible;  Nelson  v.  State,  130  Ala. 
83,  30  So.  728,  holding  statements  by  attacked  party  made  while  in  flight  and 
within  range  of  pursuer,  and  so  immediately  to  time  of  attack  as  to  give  no  time 
for  formulation,  admissible;  Armstrong  v.  Canada  Atlantic  R.  Co.  2  Ont.  L.  Rep. 
210,  holding  statement  by  deceased  made  immediately  after  fatal  accident  in 
answer  to  question  of  cause,  admissible;  Hopkinson  v.  Perdue,  8  Ont.  L.  Rep.  228, 
liolding  in  action  for  damages  for  assault  on  wife  under  circumstances  raalcing 
criminal  offense  of  attempt  to  commit  rape,  statements  by  wife  to  husband  some 
hours  after  occurrence,  as  to  occurrence,  admissible. 

Criticized  in  People  v.  Wong  Ark,  96  Cal.  125,  30  Pac.  1115,  holding  statement 
liy  injured  person  made  to  police  oflicer  after  comjiletion  of  assault,  not  made  in 
))resonce  of  accused,  nor  as  dying  declaration,  inadmissible. 
Admissibility  of  expression  of  pain. 

Cited  in  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Falvey,  104  Ind.  409,  3  N.  E.  389,  hold- 
ing declarations  indicative  of  present  pain  admissible;  Roulhac  v.  White,  31  N.  C, 
(9  Tred.  L.)  63;  Quaife  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  48  Wis.  513,  33  Am.  Rep.  821, 
4  N.  W.  658 ;  Phillips  v.  Kelly,  29  Ala.  628, — holding  where  bodily  feelings  at  par- 
ticular time  are  material  to  be  proved,  usual  expression  of  feeling  made  at  time 
in  question  admissible;  Field  v.  State,  57  Miss.  474,  34  Am.  Rep.  476,  holding 
declarations  of  one  who  has  been  poisoned  as  to  her  present  feelings  admissible; 
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Perry  v.  Lovejoy,  49  Mich.  529,  14  N.  W.  485,  holding  letters  showing  state  of 
mind  and  afifection  admissible. 

11  E.  R.  C.  282,  REX  v.  GORDON,  21  How.  St.  Tr.  486. 

Admissibility  of  statements  by  mob  in  proceeding  against  member  thereof. 

Cited  in  McRae  v.  State,  71  Ga.  96,  5  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  622,  holding  where  ac- 
cused was  member  of  mob  and  took  part  in  and  incited  riot,  what  was  said  by 
mob  admissible;  Stone  v.  Segiir,  11  Allen,  568,  holding  statements  of  persons  in 
crowd  on  way  to  home  of  one  on  whom  assault  is  to  be  made,  in  their  own  favor, 
inadmissible;  Saunders  v.  Gilbert,  156  N.  C.  4G3,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  404,  72  S.  E. 
610,  holding  that  evidence  of  what  was  said  by  persons  in  crowd  in  front  of  plain- 
tiff's house,  is  admissible  as  part  of  res  gestse,  in  action  to  recover  damages  for 
trespass  and  assault  through  unlawful  affray. 

Admissibility  of  declarations  as  part  of  res  gestae. 

Cited  in  Cornelius  v.  State,  12  Ark.  782,  on  when  declarations  are  admissible 
as  part  of  res  gestae;  Mitchum  v.  State,  11  Ga.  615;  Carter  v.  Buchannon,  3  Ga. 
513, — ^holding  that  declarations  of  party,  to  be  admitted  as  part  of  res  gestae,  must 
be  at  time  of  transaction  they  are  intended  to  explain ;  Lund  v.  Tynsborough,  9 
Cush.  36,  holding  that  declarations  of  physician,  made  at  time  of  his  examination 
of  injury,  are  admissible  in  evidence;  Price  v.  State,  1  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  358, 
98  Pac.  447,  holding  that  declarations,  to  be  of  res  gestae,  need  not  be  pre- 
cisely coincident  with  principal  fact,  in  point  of  time;  State  v.  Arnold,  47  S.  E. 
9,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  867,  24  S.  E.  926,  holding  that  statements  of  man  shot  in  door- 
way of  house,  that  "Charlie  shot  me  to  death"  made  to  woman  as  soon  as  they 
could  reach  him,  were  admissible  as  part  of  res  gestse;  State  v.  Belcher,  13  S.  C. 
459,  holding  that  statements  of  deceased  to  attending  physician,  detailing  cause  of 
injury,  made  some  time  after  occurrence  are  not  admissible  against  person  accused 
of  murdering  deceased;  Walker  v.  Meetze,  2  Rich.  L.  570,  holding  that  declara- 
tion of  lady  to  whom  plaintiff  in  action  for  slander  was  engaged  to  be  married, 
that  engagement  was  broken  off  because  of  letters  she  received  from  defendant 
was  inadmissible;  Ward  v.  White,  86  Va.  212,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  883,  9  S.  E.  1021, 
liolding  that  in  action  for  assault  and  battery  evidence  that  plaintiff  on  day  before 
assault  took  place,  published  of  defendant  gross  insult  is  admissible  as  part  of 
res  gestae. 

Cited  in  note  in  19  L.R.A.  737,  on  declarations  as  part  of  res  gestae. 

Declarations  of  conspirators,  admissibility  of. 

Cited  in  F.  R.  Patch  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Protection  Lodge,  No.  215,  I.  A.  M.  77  Vt.  294, 
107  Am.  St.  Rep.  765,  60  Atl.  74,  holding  declarations  pursuant  to  common  object 
and  in  furtherance  of  it  admissible  against  all,  on  establishment  of  combination. 

Threats  by  trespasser  as  evidence  of  assault. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Davenport,  156  N.  C.  596,  72  S.  E.  7,  holding  that  it  is  suf- 
licient  evidence  of  assault,  upon  trial  for  forcible  trespass,  if  trespasser  uses  such 
tlireats,  which  he  attempts  to  execute,  as  to  cause  one  in  possession  to  reasonably 
apprehend  imminent  danger. 

Existence  of  Protestant  test  oath. 

Cited  in  Hale  v.  Everett,  53  N.  H.  9,  16  Am.  Rep.  82,  on  Protestant  test  oath  as 
existing  prior  to  Revolutionary  War. 
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11  E.  R.  C.  294,  REX  v.  WOODCOCK,  1  Leach,  C.  L.  500. 

Dying  declarations. 

Cited  in  United  States  v.  McGurk,  1  Cranch,  C.  C.  71,  Fed.  Cats.  No.  15,G80, 
holding  that  dying  declarations  of  deceased  are  admissible  in  trial  for  murder; 
Wilson  V.  Boer  em,  15  Johns.  286,  holding  that  declaration  of  deceased  after 
mortal  blow  as  to  fact  of  murder  is  exception  to  rule  that  dying  declarations  are 
inadmissible;  People  v.  Sanchez,  24  Cal.  17;  Morgan  v.  State,  31  Ind.  193;  State 
V.  Medlicott,  9  Kan.  257;  Brown  v.  State,  32  jNIiss.  433;  State  v.  Johnson,  118 
Mo.  491,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  405,  24  S.  W.  229;  Territory  v.  Eagle,  15  N.  M.  009,  30 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  391,  110  Rac.  862,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  81;  Donnelly  v.  State,  20  N.  J. 
L.  403;  Hawkins  v.  United  States,  3  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  051,  108  Pac.  501;  Nelson 
V.  State,  3  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  468,  106  Pac.  647;  Com.  v.  Lewis,  Addison  (Pa.)  279; 
R.  V.  Smith,  23  U.  C.  C.  P.  312;  People  v.  Hodgdon,  55  Cal.  72,  36  Am.  Rep.  30,— 
holding  that  it  is  essential  to  admissibility  of  dying  declaration,  that  it  appear 
that  it  was  made  under  sense  of  impending  death ;  Dixon  v.  State,  13  Fla.  636, 
holding  them  admissible  where  it  appears  to  satisfaction  of  court  that  at  time 
made  deceased  not  only  considered  himself  in  imminent  danger  but  believed  him- 
self to  be  without  hope  of  recovery;  Gibson  v.  Com.  2  Va.  Cas.  Ill,  holding 
declarations  in  extremis  while  witness  is  conscious  of  situation,  admissible, 
though  evidence  is  conflicting  as  to  his  hope  of  recovery;  McLean  v.  State,  16  Ala. 
C72,  holding  statement  dying  declaration  although  witness  does  not  state  at 
time  he  is  conscious  of  impending  death  but  circumstances  are  such  as  to  war- 
rant reasonable  inference  thereof;  Wooten  v.  Wilkins,  39  Ga.  223,  99  Am.  Dec.  456, 
liolding  that  in  action  by  father  for  abduction  of  his  minor  daughter,  dying 
declarations  of  daughter,  as  to  who  was  father  of  her  child,  are  inadmisiblc  as 
evidence  for  plaintiff;  Gipe  v.  State,  165  Ind.  433,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  419,  112  Am. 
St.  Rep.  238,  75  N.  E.  881,  holding  that  deduction  that  declarations  were  made 
under  sense  of  impending  death,  is  warranted  where  declarant,  after  great  shock 
and  exposure,  declared  that  he  did  not  believe  he  could  get  well ;  People  v.  Knapp, 
20  Mich.  112,  holding  that  dying  declarations  may  cover  such  facts  in  relation  to 
transaction  as  dying  person  could  have  testified  to  as  witness;  Anthony  v.  State, 
Meigs,  265,  33  Am.  Dec.  143,  holding  statement  made  by  witness  while  in  sinking 
condition,  with  wound  of  dangerous  character,  under  appearance  of  extreme  suffer- 
ing, admissible,  as  raising  inference  of  consciousness  of  danger;  Donnelly  v.  State, 
20  N.  J.  L.  601  (dissenting  opinion),  on  necessity  for  sense  of  impending  death; 
People  v.  Falletto,  202  N.  Y.  494,  holding  that  nature  and  extent  of  wound  as 
well  as  declarant's  engaging  in  last  religious  rites  for  dying  men,  may  be  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  had  he  had  lost  all  hope  of  life;  People  v.  Chase,  79  Hun,  290, 
29  N.  Y.  Supp.  376,  9  N.  Y.  Crim.  Rep.  239  (dissenting  opinion),  on  admissibility 
of  declaration  made  in  extremis;  Vass  v.  Com.  3  Leigh,  786,  24  Am.  Dec.  695,  hold- 
ing that  consciousness  of  approaching  death  may  be  collected  from  nature  of 
Avound  and  state  of  body,  as  well  as  from  expressions  used  by  deceased;  State  v. 
Wood,  53  Vt.  500,  holding  that  if  dying  declarations  do  not  relate  to  direct 
transactions  and  circumstances  from  which  death  of  person  murdered  arises,  they 
an;  inadmissildc;  Rex  v.  Louie,  10  B.  C.  1,  2  B.  R.  C.  912.  holding  that  Indian 
woman's  statement  that  she  thinks  she  is  going  to  die,  is  sufficient  to  render  state- 
ment admissible  as  dying  declaration:  Re  Anderson,  20  U.  C.  Q.  B.  124  (dissent- 
ing opinion),  on  admissibility  of  dying  declarations  in  liouiicido  cases. 

Cited  in  notes  in  40  L.  ed.  U.  S.  534,  on  dying  declarations;  50  L.R.A.  390,  434, 
437,  on  dying  declarations  as  evidence. 
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—  Responses  to  questions. 

Cited  in  R.  v.  Louie,  10  B.  C.  1,  holding  declaration  under  fear  of  iiiinicdiatc- 
deatli,  although  in  response  to  questions,  and  reduced  to  writing,  admissible. 
Effect  of  reduction  of  dying  declaration   to  writing. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Arnold,  35  N.  C.  (13  Ired.  L.)  184,  holding  aflidavit  of  on.; 
under  sense  of  impending  death,  though  not  taken  in  accordance  with  statute,  ad- 
missible as  dying  declaration;  State  v.  Kindle,  47  Ohio  St.  .358,  24  N.  E.  485, 
holding  it  does  not  affect  its  admissibility;  People  v.  Vernon,  35  Cal.  49,  95  Am. 
Dec.  49,  holding  it  does  not  make  other  and  independent  evidence  thereof  inad- 
missible; Cora.  V.  Stoops,  Addison  (Pa.)  381,  on  admissibility  of  declaration  re- 
duced to  writing  by  magistrate;  R.  v.  Quigley,  18  L.  T.  N.  S.  211,  holding  declara- 
tion under  sense  of  impending  deatli  admissible  althougli  reduced  to  writing  by 
magistrate. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  as  court  question. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Guild,  10  N.  J.  L.  163,  18  Am.  Dec.  404,  on  admissibility  of 
confession  induced  by  delusive  hope  of  immunity  from  punishment;  Rex  v.  Sun- 
field,  15  Ont.  L.  Rep.  252,  holding  that  all  questions  of  admissibility  of  evidence 
are  to  be  determined  by  judge. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  ISO,  on  determination  by  judge  of  admissi- 
bility of  evidence. 

Disapproved  in  Com.  v.  Reagan,  175  Mass.  335,  78  Am.  St.  Rep."  496,  56  N.  E. 
577,  holding  competency  of  witness,  on  question  of  capacity  to  imderstand  oath 
because  of  youthfulness,  for  court;  Nicholson  v.  State,  38  Md.  140,  holding  ad- 
missibility of  confession  of  accused  for  the  court. 
—  Dying  declarations. 

Cited  in  Starkey  v.  People,  17  111.  17,  holding  admissibility  for  court  on  proof 
of  condition  of  mind  of  deceased  at  time  given ;  McLean  v.  State,  8  Mo.  153,  hold- 
ing that  where  accused  in  murder  trial  was  not  injured  by  charge  leaving  whole 
question  as  to  admissibility  of  dying  declarations  to  jury,  judgment  will  not  be 
reversed  on  that  account;  Com.  v.  Murray,  2  Ashm.  (Pa.)  41,  holding  that  jury 
should  determine  whether  deceased  made  declarations  under  consciousness  of  im- 
mediately impending  death,  where  prima  facie  evidence  of  such  condition  is  sub- 
mitted to  judge;  State  v.  Howard,  32  Vt.  380,  holding  that  question  whether 
statements,  offered  as'dj'ing  declarations,  are  admissible  as  such,  is  to  be  decided 
solely  by  court. 
Admissibility  of  deposition   in   criminal  action. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Restell,  3  Hill,  289,  holding  deposition  of  witness  about  to 
die  inadmissible  in  criminal  case,  except  when  taken  in  presence  of  accused  and 
statutory  requirements  as  to  cross-examination  are  followed;  Cline  v.  State,  30 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  320,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  850,  37  S.  W.  722  (dissenting  opinion),  on 
admissibility  of  testimony  of  witness  since  deceased. 
Competency  of  spouse  for  or  against  other. 

Cited  in  Whipp  v.  State,  34  Ohio  St.  87,  32  Am.  Rep.  339,  holding  in  prosecution 
of  w'ife  for  assault  on- husband  he  is  competent  witness  for  prosecution;  State  v. 
Woodrow,  58  W.  Va.  527,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  802,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  1001,  52  S.  E. 
545,  6  Ann.  Cas.  180  (dissenting  opinion),  on  competency  of  husband  and  wife  as 
witnesses  for  or  against  each  other  at  common  law. 

Cited  in  note  in  2  L.R.A. (N.S.)  804,  on  husband  or  wife  as  witness  in  criminal 
case. 
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11  E.  R.  C.  2!)S,  REG.  v.  BEDINGFIELD,  U  Cox,  C.  C.  341. 
Admissibility  of  dying  declarations. 

Cited  in  State  v.  Wliitt,  113  N.  C.  721,  18  S.  E.  715,  holding  tliat  state- 
ment by  deceased  after  he  was  fatally  wounded,  and  saying  that  lie  believed 
he  ^Yas  going  to  clie,  was  admissible  as  dying  declaration,  when  it  appeared 
that  he  died  within  48  hours. 

Cited  in  notes  in  40  L.  ed.  (U.  S.)  533,  534,  on  dying  declarations;  50 
L.R.A.   300,  on  dying  declarations  as  evidence. 

Statements  as  to  cause  of  deatli  or  hurt  wlien  admissible  as  part  of  res 
gestae. 

Cited  in  People  v.  Wong  Ark,  OG  Cal.  125,  30  Pae.  1115,  holding  in  murder 
statement  of  deceased  to  police  officer  some  minutes  after  attack,  inadmissible; 
Hcrren  v.  People,  28  Colo.  23,  62  Pac.  833,  holding  statements  made  in  response 
to  questions  Avhich  are  not  connected  with  nor  explanatory  of  principal  fact, 
inadmissible;  Equitable  Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  v.  McClusky,  1  Colo.  App.  473,  29  Pac. 
383,  holding  statements  to  physician  as  to  cause  of  injury,  made  two  or  three 
days  after  injury,  inadmissible;  State  v.  Foley,  113  La.  52,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  403, 
36  So.  885,  holding  statement  admissible  when  made  so  soon  after  act  as  to  pre- 
clude conclusion  of  design ;  Waldele  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  95  N.  Y.  274, 
47  Am.  Rep.  41,  holding  declarations  made  by  deaf-mute  to  another  deaf  mute 
thirty  minutes  after  occurrence  of  accident  causing  fatal  injuries,  inadmissible; 
People  V.  Kessler,  13  Utah,  69,  44  Pac.  97,  holding  statements  made  after  trans- 
action is  completed  and  in  response  to  questions,  inadmissible;  Com.  v.  Van 
Horn,  4  Lack.  Leg.  News,  63,  holding  that  declaration  of  woman  immediately 
after  her  throat  was  cut,  saying  who  attacked  her,  is  admissible;  Gilbert  v. 
Rex,  38  Can.  S.  C.  284,  holding  that  evidence  of  statements  made  by  person, 
since  deceased,  immediately  after  assault  upon  him,  requesting  assistance 
and  protection,  is  admissible  as  part  of  res  gestae;  Reg.  v.  McMahon,  18  Ont. 
Rep.  502,  holding  that  statements  made  by  deceased  one  half  hour  after  shots 
were  heard  near  house  of  deceased  30  rods  away  to  a  neighbor  asking  him  to  let 
him  in,  that  he  was  shot,  are  inadmissible  as  part  of  the  res  gestae  where  all 
danger  or  pursuit  had  ceased. 
Declarations  forming  part  of  res  gestae. 

Cited  in  National  Masonic  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Shryock,  20  C.  C.  A.  3,  36  U.  S.  App. 
658,  73  Fed.  774,  holding  statement  made  two  hours  after  fall  on  street,  not  made 
at  scene  of  accident  but  in  pursuit  of  regular  vocation  elsewhere  as  to  having 
fallen,  inadmissible  as  to  fact  of  fall;  Mayes  v.  State,  64  Miss.  329,  60  Am.  Rep. 
68,  1  So.  733,  holding  declarations  of  one  fatally  wounded,  made  to  witness  at 
place  to  which  he  had  fled,  about  five  minutes  after  infliction  of  wound,  inadmis- 
sible. 

Cited  in  note  in  19  L.R.A.  736,  742,  on  declarations  as  part  of  res  gestae. 

Criticized  in  Murray  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  72  N.  H.  32,  61  L.R.A.  495,  101 
Am.  St.  Rep.  G60,  54  Atl.  289,  holding  statement  part  of  res  gestae  though  not 
literally  and  strictly  contemporaneous  witli  fact  it  tends  to  explain,  where 
made  so  soon  thereafter  and  in  such  intimate  circumstantial  connection  as  to 
constitute  part  of  it;  State  v.  Murphy,  16  R.  I.  528,  17  Atl.  908,  liolding  state- 
ment by  one  fatally  wounded  immediately  after  receiving  injuries  to  one  called 
to  his  assistance,  admissible. 
Time  as  element  in  res  gestae. 

"    Cited  in  Collin  v.  Bradlniry,  3  Idaiio,  770,  05  Am.   St.  Rep.  37,  35  Pac.  715, 
holdin"  it  is  not  a  controlling  eieiiiciit. 
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Discretion  of  court  as  to  admission  of  hearsay. 

Cited  in  Lake  County  v.  Keene  Five-Cents  Sav.  Bank,  47  C.  C.  A.  464,  108 
Fed.  505,  on  enforcement  of  rule  against  admission  of  hearsay  evidence  not 
being  discretionary  with  court. 

11  E.  R.  C.  309,  WniTELOCKE  v.  BAICER,  9  Revised  Rep.  216,  13  Ves.  Jr.  514. 
Admissibility  of  declarations  as  to  pedigree. 

Cited  in  Re  Carroll,  149  Iowa,  617,  128  N.  W.  929,  holding  that  history  of 
deceased  husband's  family,  as  surviving  wife  got  it  from  him  is  admissible  in 
controversy  over  distribution  of  estate  wherein  issue  of  heirship  is  involved; 
Horry  v.  Glover,  Riley's  Eq.  53,  holding  that  hearsay  evidence  of  pedigree  must 
be  from  person  having  such  connection  with  parties,  that  it  is  natural  and 
likely,  that  they  are  speaking  the  truth;  Davis  v.  Moyles,  76  Vt.  25,  56  Atl. 
174,  holding  declaration  as  to  pedigree  must  be  made  before  controversy  has 
arisen  capable  of  being  litigated  in  order  to  be  admissible;  Hall's  Deposition,  1 
Wall.  Jr.  85,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,924,  on  admissibility  of  declarations  post  litem 
motam  on  question  of  pedigree;  Byers  Bros.  v.  Wallace,  87  Tex.  503,  29  S.  W. 
760,  an  admissibility  of  self-serving  letters  as  to  relationship;  Berkeley  Peerage 
Case,  11  E.  R.  C.  310,  4  Campb.  401,  14  Revised  Rep.  782,  on  admissibility  of 
declarations  concerning  pedigree. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  334,  335,  on  admissibility  of  declarations 
of  deceased  persons  on  question  of  pedigree;  41  L.R.A.  451,  on  entries  in  family 
Bible  or  other  religious  book  as  evidence. 

Distinguished  in  Westfield  v.  Warren,  8  N.  J.  L.  249,  holding  declarations 
of  deceased  member  of  family  as  to  marriage  inadmissible  where  marriage  is  to 
be  shown  as  substantive  independent  fact. 

—  Family    repute. 

Cited  in  Re  Hurlburt,  68  Vt.  366,  35  L.R.A.  794,  35  Atl.  77,  holding  an  issue 
as  to  order  of  deaths,  declarations  of  living  members  of  family  as  to  general 
reputation  in  family  as  to  death  of  one  of  the  parties,  not  based  on  declarations 
of  deceased  of  members  of  family  inadmissible. 

—  Neighborhood  repute. 

Cited  in  Gregory  v.  Baugh,  4  Rand.  (Va.)  618,  holding  that  in  questions  of 
freedom,  evidence  that  there  had  been  belief  in  neighborhood,  some  60  years 
before,  that  female  ancestor  of  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  freedom,  is  not  admis- 
sible. 

—  Relation  of  declarant  to  person  in  question. 

Cited  in  Mackay's  Estate,  3  Cof.  Prob.  Dec.  Anno.  318,  holding  that  the 
declarations  of  a  white  man  in  his  will  devising  a  certain  legacy  to  a  colored 
woman  designating  her  as  his  housekeeper  and  in  his  deed,  acknowledged  before 
a  notary  public  that  he  was  an  unmarried  man,  are  the  best  evidence  as  to  the 
truth  of  facts  stated,  upon  an  issue  of  marriage;  Alston  v.  Alston,  114  Iowa,  29, 
86  M  W.  55,  holding  declarations  as  to  pedigree  by  man  and  wife  who  have  for 
consideration  adopted  and  raised  illegitimate  child,  admissible;  Northrop  v. 
Hale,  76  Me.  306,  49  Am.  Rep.  615,  holding  statement  of  pedigree  by  one  related 
lawfully  by  blood  in  whose  family  other  party  lived,  admissible  when  made  ante 
litem  motam;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Garland  v.  Browner,  18  Johns.  37,  holding 
statements  as  to  pedigree  by  persons  not  connected  with  family  and  having  no 
personal  knowledge  of  facts  but  only  what  is  derived  from  general  understand- 
ing, inadmissible;  Russell  v.  Jackson,  22  Wend.  277,  holding  statement  as  to 
pedigree  by  one  who  spoke  not  only  from  general  reputation  but  from  his  con- 
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nection  with  family  and  having  acted  as  business  agent,  admissible;  Siiler  v. 
Gehr,  105  Pa.  577,  51  Am.  Rep.  207,  15  W.  N.  C.  193,  41  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  328, 
holding  where  relationship  is  main  issue,  declarations  of  deceased  persons,  ad- 
mittedly relatives  of  party  in  suit,  inadmissible  unless  there  be  evidence  aliunde 
to  show  their  relationship  to  party  whose  relationship  to  party  in  suit  is  claimed; 
Doe  ex  dem.  Humbcrstone  v.  Thomas,  3  U.  C.  Q.  B.  0.  S.  33,  holding  where 
legitimacy  of  son  is  involved  declarations  by  father  since  deceased  recognizing 
son  as  his  own,  insufficient  without  proof  as  to  who  his  mother  was;  People  v. 
Fulton  F.  Ins.  Co.  25  Wend.  205,  on  declarations  of  members  of  family  to  prove 
heirship;  Haines  v.  Guthrie,  L.  R.  13  Q.  B.  Div.  818,  53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  521, 
51  L.  T.  N.  S.  645,  33  Week.  Rep.  99,  48  J.  P.  756,  on  admissibility  of  affidavit 
by  father  as  to  age  of  son  used  in  action  to  which  other  was  not  a  party. 

Disapproved  in  Carter  v.  Montgomery,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  216,  holding  statements 
from  others  than  members  of  family  admissible  to  prove  pedigree;  Boudereau 
V.  Montgomery,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  186,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,694,  holding  where  witnesses 
are  dead  depositions  on  pedigree  between  other  parties  on  same  point  admissible. 
Admissibility  of  hearsay  evidence. 

Cited  in  Elliott  v.  Pearl,  10  Pet.  412,  9  L.  ed.  475,  holding  declaration  of  wit- 
ness, since  deceased,  as  to  location  of  corner  in  making  original  survey,  in- 
admissible; Foster  v.  Brooks,  6  Ga.  287,  holding  it  not  competent  to  establish 
insanity  by  proof  of  reputation  in  neighborhood;  Jones  v.  Portland,  88  Mich. 
598,  16  L.R.A.  437,  50  N.  W.  731,  holding  physician  called  to  make  examination 
for  purpose  of  testifying  in  suit  contemplated  by  injured  person  cannot  testify 
to  exclamations  of  pain  made  by  such  person;  Westfield  v.  Warren,  8  N.  J.  L. 
249,  holding  that  where  marriage  is  to  be  shown  as  substantive  independent 
fact,  hearsay  evidence  cannot  be  received. 
—  Hearsay  as  to  repute  or  earlier  hearsay. 

Cited  in  Viall  v.  Smith,  6  R.  I.  417,  holding  on  question  of  pedigree  evidence 
from  reputation  in  family  admissible;  Eastman  v.  Martin,  19  N.  H.  152,  holding- 
inscription  on  tombstone  admissible  as  to  pedigree,  but  recollection  of  witness 
tiiat  pedigree  is  contained  on  tombstone  without  recollection  of  inscription 
itself,  incompetent;  Fulton  v.  Gracey,  15  Gratt.  314,  holding  entries  in  books  by 
one  not  a  member  of  family  as  to  ages  of  certain  children  not  admissible  to 
prove  age  of  other  children  whose  names  also  appear  therein. 

Post   litem   rnotam   declarations. 

Cited  in  ]\Iask  v.  State,  36  Miss.  77,  holding  testimony  of  witness  impeaching 
character  of  another  witness  admissible  although  first  witness  had  never  heard 
of  character  of  latter  called  in  question  until  after  cause  of  suit  arose;  Grand 
Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Huntley,  38  Mich.  537,  31  Am.  Rep.  321,  holding  exclama- 
tions of  pain  made  at  medical  examination  conducted'  after  controversy  arose 
for  purpose  of  obtaining  testimony  inadmissible;  Stockton  v.  Williams,  Walk. 
Ch.  (Mich.)  120,  holding  declarations  hoard  after  dispute  has  arisen,  as  to 
general  reputation,  inadmissible. 

Pertinency  of  interrogatories  in  commission   to   take  testimony. 

Cited  in  Winder  v.  Dill'enderffer,  2  Bland,  Ch.  106,  holding  matter  not  prop- 
erly   and    substantially    pertinent   to    interrogatory    propounded    should    not    be 
included. 
lliglit  to  examine  witnesses  afler  ])ul)licati<>n   of  depositions. 

Cited  in  Wood  v.  Mann,  2  Sumn.  316,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,953,  holding  publica- 
tion may  be  enlarged  for  good  cause  shown  on  affidavit  which  repels  imputation 
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of  laches;  Jenkins  v.  Eldredge,  3  Story,  299,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,2G7,  holding  wit- 
nesses once  examined  cannot  be  again  examined  without  special  order  of  court; 
Taylor  v.  Shoff,  3  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  153,  holding  publication  rightfully 
opened  where  publication  had  passed  shortly  before  motion  to  open  was  made, 
•vhere  one  had  examined  witnesses  and  other  had  not  and  testimony  of  latter  is 
material,  the  delay  being  caused  by  poverty;  Waters  v.  Shade,  2  Grant,  Ch. 
(U.  C.)  218,  holding  where  publication  has  passed,  cause  set  down  for  hearing 
and  subpoena  to  hear  judgment  served,  defendant  cannot  open  publication  and 
examine  witness;  Duncan  v.  Bank  of  Nova  Scotia,  N.  B.  Eq.  Cas.  513,  holding 
defendant  cannot  recall  witness  where  evidence  is  closed  and  counsel  are  sum- 
ming up  case,  the  materiality  of  testimony  being  such  that  it  could  not  pre- 
viously have  been  overlooked;  Hamcrsly  v.  Lambert,  2  Johns.  Ch.  432,  on  neces- 
sity of  special  circumstances  for  right  to  examine;  Baker  v.  U'hiting,  1  Storv, 
218,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  786,  on  right  to  relief  for  newly  discovered  evidence  after 
publication  of  testimony;  Bank  of  Nova  Scotia  v.  Duncan,  32  N.  B.  308,  on 
right  to  enlargement  of  publication. 

11  E.  E.  C.  310,  BERKELEY  PEERAGE  CASE,  4  Campb.  401,  14  Revised  Rep. 
782. 

Admissibility  of  declarations  as  to  pedigree. 

Cited  in  Stein  v.  Bowman,  13  Pet.  209,  10  L.  ed.  129,  holding  declarations  made 
after  suit  is  commenced,  inadmissible;  United  States  v.  ^lorris,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  23, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,815,  holding  status  of  slave  may  be  shown  by  situation  in  which 
he  was  held  by  reputed  owner;  Osborne  v.  Ramsay,  111  C.  C.  A.  594,  91  Fed.  114, 
holding  that  declarations  as  to  pedigree  made  ante  litem  motam  by  the  members 
of  the  family,  and  not  in  anticipation  of  litigation  or  contest  depending  upon  the 
family  relation  are  admissible;  Northrop  v.  Hale,  76  Me.  306,  49  Am.  Rep.  815, 
holding  declarations  ante  motam  litem  by  aunt  of  party  in  suit,  in  whose  home 
such  party  was  born  and  raised,  admissible  on  question  of  party's  pedigree;  North- 
field  V.  Warren,  16  Gray,  171,  holding  inscription  on  gravestone  in  family  burial 
ground  bearing  name  and  date  of  death  of  deceased,  admissible  on  question  of 
pedigree,  such  person  being  claimed  as  relative  of  party  in  suit;  Mooers  v.  Bun- 
ker, 29  N.  H.  420,  holding  declarations  as  to  pedigi'ee  must  be  from  person  since 
deceased;  Jackson  ex  dem.  People  v.  Etz,  5  Cow.  314,  on  admissibility  of  reputa- 
tion to  prove  place  of  birth  of  deceased;  Kenyon  v.  Ashbridge,  35  Pa.  157,  holding 
declarations  by  husband  since  deceased  as  tc  fact  of  marriage  admissible  on 
such  question  in  civil  action;  Gehr  v.  Fisher,  143  Pa.  311,  22  Atl.  859,  holding 
in  absence  of  evidence  identifying  person  buried  as  relative  of  party  in  suit, 
inscription  on  tombstone  inadmissible  to  prove  age  of  deceased,  on  issue  of  age 
of  party  in  suit;  Re  Hurlburt,  68  Vt.  366,  35  L.R.A.  794,  35  Atl.  77,  holding 
declarations  of  living  members  of  family  not  based  on  declarations  of  deceased 
members,  as  to  son's  death,  inadmissible  on  issue  as  to  date  of  such  death; 
Carter  v.  Montgomery,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  216,  holding  declarations  from  others  than 
family  admissible  to  prove  body  of  tradition  touching  pedigree,  but  not  details; 
Byers  Bros.  v.  Wallace,  87  Tex.  503,  29  S.  W.  760,  holding  declaration  by  de- 
ceased as  to  his  relationship  to  witness  admissible  on  such  question  but  not 
as  to  fact  that  deceased  left  no  other  heirs. 
^As  to  marriage  or  legitimacy. 

Cited  in  Kelly  v.  McGuire,  15  Ark.  555,  holding  repeated  declarations  by 
father  of  his  marriage  and  having  children  naming  them,  mutual  recognition 
as  father  and  children  and  fact  of  marriage  and  locritimacv  of  children  known 
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in  family,  admissible  to  prove  marriage  and  legitimacy;  Metheny  v.  Bolin,  160 
111.  263,  43  N.  E.  380,  holding  statements  by  father  since  deceased  as  to  legiti- 
macy of  son  in  whose  family  son  lived  and  was  so  treated,  admissible  thougli 
dovibt  existed  in  neighborhood  as  to  paternity  of  child:  Copes  v.  Pearce,  7  Gill, 
247,  holding  declarations  of  deceased  members  of  family  admissible  to  prove 
marriage,  without  preliminary  j^roof  of  cohabitation  to  raise  inference  of  mar- 
riage; Crawford  v.  Blackburn,  17  Md.  49,  77  Am.  Dec.  323,  holding  oral  declara- 
tions of  alleged  husband  and  last  will  and  testament  on  question  of  alleged 
marriage,  admissible  on  question;  State  v.  Marshall,  137  Mo.  463,  36  S.  W.  619 
(dissenting  opinion),  on  admissibility  of  hearsay  to  prove  fact  of  marriage  and 
and  birth;  Topper  v.  Perry,  197  Mo.  531,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  777,  95  S.  W.  203, 
holding  in  suit  by  wife  to  quiet  title  to  land  owned  by  husband  in  lifetime 
declarations  by  him  that  he  was  married  to  plaintiff  admissible  to  establish 
common-law  marriage;  Imboden  v.  St.  Louis  Union  Trust  Co.  Ill  Mo.  App.  220, 
86  S.  W.  263,  holding  in  action  for  dower  by  alleged  widow  on  proof  that  par- 
ties lived  together,  declarations  by  deceased  husband  that  he  had  married 
plaintiff  admissible;  Westfield  v.  Warren,  8  N.  J.  L.  249,  holding  that  where 
marriage  is  to  be  shown  as  substantive,  independent  fact,  hearsay  evidence  is 
inadmissible  to  prove  marriage;  Caujolle  v.  Ferric,  23  N.  Y.  90,  on  admissi- 
bility of  statements  during  life  by  -man  and  woman  that  they  are  married  to 
prove  legitimacy  of  children;  Morrill  v.  Palmer,  68  Vt.  1,  33  L.R.A.  411,  33  Atl. 
829,  holding  that  fact  of  man  and  woman  living  together  as  husband  and  wife 
amounted  to  assertion  of  legitimate  marriage;  Johnston  v.  Hazen,  3  N.  B.  Eq. 
Rep.  147,  holding  on  question  of  legitimacy  of  son,  fact  that  he  resided  for  two 
or  three  years  in  home  of  reputed  father  was  treated  by  household  as  son, 
admissible  in  proof  thereof;  Robb  v.  Robb,  20  Ont.  Rep.  591,  on  admissibility  of 
declarations  as  to  marriage,  coupled  with  conduct  recognizing  issue  thereof  as 
legitimate,  to  establish  fact  of  marriage;  Doe  ex  dem.  Humberstonc  v.  Thomas, 
3  U.  C.  Q.  B.  0.  S.  33,  holding  declarations  of  deceased  father  that  son  is  his  own 
insufficient  to  establish  pedigree  where  it  is  necessary  to  prove  who  was  mother. 

Distinguislied   in  Westfield  v.   Warren,   8   N.   J.   L.  249,  holding  declarations 
of  deceased  members  as  to  marriage  inadmissible  where  marriage  is  to  be  shown 
as  independent,  substantive  fact. 
—  Family   records. 

Cited  in  Blann  v.  Beal,  5  Ala.  357,  holding  memorandum  made  by  father  at 
time  of  child's  birth  admissible  as  to  pedigree  if  father  be  dead;  People  v.  Shep- 
pard,  44  Hun,  565,  on  admissibility  of  entry  in  family  Bible  as  to  date  of  birth 
of  child,  the  father  still  being  alive;  People  v.  Sheppard,  5  N.  Y.  Crim  Rep. 
132,  holding  that  entry  of  date  of  birth  of  child  made  by  father  in  family  Bible 
is  not  admissible  to  prove  date  of  such  birth  where  father  is  living,  and  no 
effort  to  find  and  produce  him  is  shown;  Currie  v.  Stairs,  25  N.  B.  4,  holding 
family  records  inadmissible  to  prove  place  where  some  member  was  born. 

Cited  in  note  in  41  L.R.A.  450,  454,  on  entries  in   family  Bible  or  other  re- 
ligious book  as  evidence. 
Depositions  as  declarations  of  pedigree. 

Disapproved  in  Boudereau  v.  Montgomery,  4  Wash.  C.  C.   186,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,604,  holding  on   death   of   witness   depositions  taken   in   action   between   other 
parties  on  same  point  admissible  on  question  of  pedigree. 
Nature  of  depositions. 

Cried  in  Vibbard  v.  Kinser   C'onstr.  Co.  66  Misc.  224,   122  N.  Y.  Supp.   1068, 
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to  the  point  that  depositions  are  but  partial  representation  of  facts,  as  to  per- 
sons who  have  not  had  right  of  cross-examination. 
Admissibilit.v  of  declarations. 

Cited  in  Ellicott  v.  Pearl,  1  McLean,  206,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,386,  holding 
declaration  of  party  long  since  dead  as  to  location  of  corner  stone  in  original 
survey,  inadmissible;  Elliott  v.  Pearl,  10  Pet.  412,  9  L.  ed.  475,  holding  decla- 
rations by  party  since  deceased  as  to  location  of  corner  in  survey,  he  being  one 
of  chainmen,  inadmissible;  Webb  v.  Big  Kanawha  &  River  Packet  Co.  43  W. 
Va.  800,  29  S.  E.  519,  on  admissibility  of  hearsay  statements  tending  to  preju- 
dice minds  of  jury. 

Admissibility  of  hearsay  statements  about  matter   in  controversy  made 
after   controversy   had   arisen. 

Cited  in  Hall's  Deposition,  1  Wall.  Jr.  85,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,924,  on  admissi- 
bility of  declarations  post  litem  motam;  Grand  Rapids  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Huntley, 
38  Mich.  537,  31  Am.  Rep.  321,  holding  exclamations  of  pain  made  at  examination 
by  physician  after  controversy  begun,  the  examination  being  for  purpose  of  tes- 
timony, inadmissible;  Jones  v.  Portland,  88  Mich.  598,  16  L.R.A.  437,  50  N.  W. 
731,  holding  physician  called  to  make  examination  for  purpose  of  testifying  in 
action  about  to  be  begun  for  personal  injuries,  cannot  testify  to  exclamations 
of  pain  in  examination  before  or  after  litigation  begun;  Stockton  v.  Williams, 
Walk.  Ch.  (Mich.)  120,  holding  statement  as  to  ownership  of  land  heard  by 
witness  after  controversy  has  arisen,  inadmissible;  People  v.  Fulton  F.  Ins.  Co. 
25  Wend.  205,  holding  declarations  as  to  lack  of  heirs  inadmissible  where  made 
after  controversy  has  arisen;  Roebke  v.  Andrews,  26  Wis.  312  (dissenting 
opinion),  on  admissibility  of  statement  made  after  litigation  started;  Lovat 
Peerage  Case,  11  E.  R.  C.  404,  L.  R.  10  App.  Cas.  763,  holding  statement  by  one 
promoting  litigation  not  evidence,  whether  oral  or  written. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  440,  on  purposes  for  which  evidence  of 
reputation  is  admissible. 
Litigation,  when  deemed  to  have  begun. 

Cited  in  Com.  ex  rel.  Smith  v.  Diefenbach,  3  Grant,  Cas.  368,  on  meaning  of 
word,  "lis." 

11  E.  R.  C.  335,  BUTLER  v.  MOUNTGARRET,  7  H.  L.  Cas.  633. 
Declarations    as    to    pedigree    post    litem   motam. 

Cited  in  Re  McGerry,  75  Misc.  98,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  957;  Davis  v.  Moyles,  76 
Vt.  25,  56  Atl.   174, — holding  them  inadmissible  where  controversy  has  arisen. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  330,  on  admissibility  of  declarations  of 
deceased  persons  on  question  of  pedigree. 

11  E.  R.  C.  349,  LAUDERDALE  PEERAGE  CASE,  L.  R.  10  App.  Cas.  692. 

Self   serving   declarations- 
Cited  in  Lovat  Peerage  Case,  11  E.  R.  C.  404,  L.  R.  10  App.  Cas.  763,  holding 

that  declarations  made  when  declarant  was  affected  by  an  interest  or  motive 

are  not  admissible. 

Admissibility  of  church   records  to  prove  marriage. 

Distinguished   in  Johnson   v.   Hazen,   3   N.   B.   Eq.   Rep.   147,   holding   register 

admissible  of  in  proof  of  marriage  but  not  of  previous  condition  of  one  party, 

where  entry  thereof  appears,  but  no  authority  or  duty  to  enter  same  is  shown. 
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Domicil,  what  constitutes. 

Cited  in  Wadsworth  v.  McCord,  12  Can.  S.  C.  466,  holding  residence  and  in- 
tention of  making  it  party's  home  constitute  domicil;  Re  Dimock,  11  Misc.  GIO, 
32  N.  Y.  Supp.  927,  24  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  Rep.  312,  holding  temporary  residence  at 
one  place  does  not  make  it  a  domicil,  and  domicil  not  lost  except  where  home  is 
abandoned  with  intention  so  to  abandon  and  take  up  permanent  residence  else- 
where. 

Cited  in  note  in  5  E.  R.  C.  761,  on  law  governing  status  of  legitimacy. 

—  Presumption  of  permanence. 

Cited  in  Re  Robitaille,  78  Misc.  lOS,  138  N.  Y.  Supp.  391,  holding  that  there  is 
presumption  of  permanence  attaching  to  domicil  of  origin. 
Presumption   as   to  regularity  of  proceedings. 

Cited  in  Packard  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  16S  Mass.  92,  46  N.  E.  433,  holding 
where  corporation  proceeds  to  act  as  corporation,  which  it  could  not  do  until 
duly   organized,  presumption  exists   as  to   regularity   of   organization. 

—  As  to   regularity  of  marriage. 

Cited  in  note  in  14  L.R.A.  540,  on  presumption  flowing  from  marriage  cere- 
mony. 
La\v  existing  in  the  colonies. 

Cited  in  Benjamin,  Sales,  5th  ed.  169,  on  English  laws  existing  in  colonies 
occupied  by  the  English. 

11  E.  R.  C.  404,  LOVAT  PEERAGE  CASE,  L.  R.  10  App.  Cas.  7G3. 
Admissihility  of   declarations. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  331,  on  admissibility  of  declarations  of  de- 
ceased persons  on  question  of  pedigree;  11  E.  R.  C.  348,  on  effect  of  controversy 
in  family  on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  reputation  in  pedigree  case. 

11  E.  R.  C.  419,  DUNRAVEN  v.  LLEWELLYN,   15   Q.  B.  791,   19  L.  J.  Q.   B. 
N.  S.  388,   14  Jur.  1089. 

Admissibility  of  evidence  of  reputation  to  prove  matter  of  public  interest. 

Cited  in  R.  v.  Bedfordshire,  11  E.  R.  C.  427,  24  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  81,  4  El.  & 
Bl.  535,  holding  evidence  of  reputation  admissible  in  questions  relating  to  public 
right. 
^  As  to  commonable  lands  or  jjublic  ways  or  bounds. 

Cited  in  Evans  v.  Merthyr  Tydfil  Urban  Dist.  Council  [1899]  1  Ch.  241,  G8 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  175,  79  L.  T.  N.  S.  578,  holding  reputation  admissible  on  issue 
whether  certain  land  was  common  land  or  subject  to  commonable  rights  of  one 
parish  or  of  another;  Heath  v.  Deane  [1905]  2  Ch.  86,  74  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  466,  92 
L.  T.  N.  S.  643,  21  limes  L.  R.  404,  on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  reputation 
of  right  of  freehold  tenants  of  manor  to  take  stone  from  waste. 

—  As  to  private  matters. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  IVIayo,  97  Mass.  41G,  holding  it  inadmissible  to  prove  private 
boundary;  Curtis  v.  Aaronson,  49  N.  J.  L.  68,  60  Am.  Rep.  584,  7  Atl.  886, 
holding  common  reputation  inadmissible  to  prove  private  boundary  lines  unless 
they  are  coincident  with  public  boundaries;  Re  Bell,  3  Ch.  Ghamb.  Rep.  (Can.) 
239,  holding  reputation  inadmissible  to  prove  private  right. 
Rights  of  freehold   tenant  (o  sue  for  common   right. 

Cited  in  Warrick  v.  Quccirs  College,  L.  R.  10  Eq.  105,  40  L.  .1.  Ch.  N.  S.  780, 
L.  R.  C  Ch.  716,  25  L.  T.  N.  S.  254,  19  Week.  Rep.   1098,  on  right  of  freehold 
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tenant  to  sue  Lord  of  Manor   in  respect  of  common  riglits  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  other  tenants. 

1]   E.  R.  C.  427,  REC.  v.  BEDFORDSHIRE,  6  Cox,  C.  C.  505,  4  El.  &  Rl.  535, 

1  Jur.  N.  S.  208,  24  L.  J.  Q.  B.  X.  S.  81,  3  Week.  Rep.  205. 
Admissibility  of  hearsay  to  prove  bouiularies  or  private  rigiits. 

Cited  in  Hall  v.  ]\Iayo,  07  Mass.  41(i,  holdinj^-  it  inadmissil)le  on  question  of 
private  boundary  in  which  but  few  people  have  interest;  Curtis  v.  Aaronson, 
4!)  X.  J.  L.  G8,  GO  Am.  Rep.  584,  7  Atl.  S8G,  holding  traditional  proof  of  private 
boundary  line  admissible  only  where  line  is  public  or  quasi  public  boundary; 
McEwen  v.  Portland,  1  Or.  300,  holding  that  evidence  of  reputation  was 
inadmissible  to  support  title  to  real  property,  where  claimant  alleged  donation 
from  proprietor  of  city  eight  years  before;  Putnam  v.  Fisher,  52  Vt.  191,  36  Am. 
Rep.  •  74C,  holding  declarations  of  deceased  grantor  to  prove  height  of  private 
dam,  inadmissible;  O'Connor  v.  Dunn,  39  U.  C.  Q.  B.  597,  holding  field  notes  of 
surveyor  since  deceased  of  survey  made  in  performance  of  quasi  jniblic  duty 
admissible  in  dispute  over  boundary. 
Procedure  to  compel  repair  of  bridge. 

Cited  in  Queen  v.  Haldimand  County,  20  U.  C.  Q.  B.  574,  on  right  to  mandamus 
to  compel  repair  by  municipal  corporation. 

11  E.  R.  C.  442,  REG.     v.  ELWORTHY,  10  Cox,  C.  C.  579,  37  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas. 
X.  S.  3,  L.  R.  1  C.  C.  103,  17  L.  T.  N.  S.  293,  IG  Week.  Rep.  207. 

11  E.  R.  C.  450,  LYXCH  v.  CLERKE,  3  Salk.  154. 
Admissibility  of  certified  copies  of  public  records. 

Cited  in  Winn  v.  Patterson,  9  Pet.  GG3,  9  L.  cd.  266,  holding  certified  copy 
of  record  of  power  of  attorney  admissible;  Lane  v.  Bommelmann,  17  111.  95, 
holding  certilicd  copy  of  patent  for  land  issued  by  government  admissible: 
Eorsaith  v.  Clark,  21  N.  H.  409,  holding  certified  copy  of  charter  of  town  duly 
I'ecorded  in  town  records,  admissible;  Den.  ex  dem.  Steelman  v.  Steelman, 
16  X'.  J.  L.  66,  on  admissibility  of  certified  copy  of  original  document  wliieh 
is  of  a  public  nature;  Jacobi  v.  Order  of  Germania,  73  Hun,  602,  26  X.  Y.  Supp. 
318,  holding  certified  copies  of  church  records  of  marriage  and  of  baptism 
admissible  though  not  kept  under  legal  enactment  but  regularly  from  time 
immemorial  by  jjastor;  Warren  v.  Deslippes,  33  U.  C.  Q.  B.  59,  holding  that  copy 
of  fence  viewer's  award,  sworn  to  be  such  by  township  clerk  who  had  original 
in  his  custody,  was  admissible  in  evidence. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  513,  on  presumption  of  due  execution  of 
document  bearing  seal  of  government. 

Public  documents. 

Cited  in  Hammatt  v.  Emerson,  27  Me.  308,  46  Am.  Dec.  598,  holding  that 
letters  addressed  to  public  officer  in  his  official  capacity  when  received  become 
public  documents,  and  may  be  proved  in  like  manner;  Clement  v.  Graham,  78 
Vt.  290,  63  Atl.  146,  holding  bills  against  state  and  vouchers  accompanying 
same,  which  by  statute  are  required  to  be  filed  and  kept  in  office  of  state 
auditor,  public  documents.  « 
^Wlien  admissible. 

Cited  in  Murdoch  v.  Grant,  3  X.  S.  100,  holding  that  record  roll,  in  previous 
action,  which  had  been  filed  only  half  an  hour  before  being  ofl'ered  in  evidence, 
was   inadmissible. 
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Ancient   deeds,    when    admissible. 

Cited  in  Jackson  ex  dem.  Lewis  v.  Laroway,  3  Johns.  Cas.  283,  holding  will 
executed  more  than  thirty  years  before,  proved  and  recorded  but  not  according 
to  law  admissible  though  not  accompanied  by  possession  where  circumstances 
raise  presumption  of  existence  and  genuineness  of  instrument;  Everley  v. 
Stoiier,  2  Yeates,  122,  holding  assignment  of  application  for  lands  admissible 
without  proof  of  subscribing  witness,  a  witness  being  offered  who  was  present 
at  execution,  the  instrument  being  over  twenty-eight  years  old. 
Admissibility  of  entire  contents  of  document  in  evidence. 

Cited  in  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  6  Duer,  111,  holding  if  one  party  reads  in  evi- 
dence part  only  of  document,  other  may  read  remaining  part. 

11  E.  R.  C.  451,  REG.  v.  LLANFAETHLY,  2  C.  L.  R.  230,  2  El.  &  Bl.  940,  17 
Jur.  1123,  23  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas.  N.  S.  33,  2  Week.  Rep.  61. 

11  E.  R.  C.  459,  RIPPINER  v.  WRIGHT,  2  Barn.  &  Aid.  478,  21  Revised  Rep. 
363. 

11  E.  R.  C.  460,  MARINE  INVEST.  CO.  v.  HAVISIDE,  42  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  173, 

L.  R.  5  H.  L.  024. 
Shifting  of  jiresumption  as  to  stamp  on  document. 

Cited  in  St.  Louis  v.  R.  25  Can.  S.  C.  649,  on  the  rule  that  a  presumption 
turns  when  it  is  shown  that  at  one  time  the  paper  w-as  not  stamped. 

11  E.  R.  C.  472,  DOE  EX  DEM.  GILBERT  v.  ROSS,  8  Dowl.  P.  C.  389,  4  Jur. 

321,  10  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  201,  7  Mees.  &  W.  102. 
Degrees  of  secondary  evidence. 

Cited  in  Vaughn  v.  Biggers,  6  Ga.  188,  holding  that  highest  degree  of  second- 
ary evidence  is  not  required  imless  known  to  and  not  produced  by  offering 
party;  Fitzgerald  v.  Williams,  24  Ga.  343,  holding  it  was  not  error  to  prove 
a  copy  by  interrogatories  thougli  the  party  had  an  established  copy  in  court; 
Carpenter  v.  Dame,  10  Ind.  125,  holding  it  improper  to  charge  that  a  copy  is 
better  than  oral  proof  of  contents  of  original:  Goodrich  v.  Weston,  102  Mass. 
362,  3  Am.  Rep.  469,  holding  compared  copies  made  from  a  letter  press  copy  were 
equally 'admissible  with  it;  Lewis  v.  San  Antonio,  7  Tex.  288,  holding  the 
existence  of  better  secondary  evidence  than  is  offered  goes  only  to  its  weight; 
Doe  ex  dem.  Godsoe  v.  Jack,  6  N.  B.  476,  holding  witness  might  refresh  his 
memory  by  copy  of  part  of  the  original  and  need  not  prove  contents  wholly  by 
same  kind  of  secondary  evidence. 

Distinguished   in    Bolton's   Estate,    3   Pa.    Dist.   R.   268,    14   Pa.    Co.    Ct,   575, 
holding  while  all  secondary  evidence  may  bo  admissible,  oral  proof  of  contents 
of  writing  should  be  approximately  coniplele  and  accurate. 
—  Foundation   for  admission  of. 

Cited  in  Nealley  v.  Greenough,  25  N.  H.  325,  holding  that  evidence  of  party 
to  suit,  that  original  paper  is  in  hands  of  adverse  party,  is  sufficient  to  admit 
secondary  evidence. 

Cited   in   Weeks,   Attys.   2d  ed.   351,   on   right   to   give   secondary   evidence  of 
instrument   which    attorney    refuses   to   produce. 
Time  paper  proved  sliouhl  be  read  lo  jury  so  as  (o  be  considered  evidence. 

Cited   in    Cross   v.   Richardsc.n,    13    U.    C.   C.   P.   433,   holding   that   where,   in 
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an  action  of  libel  for  publication  in  a  newspaper,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  proved 
the  different  papers,  but  they  had  not  been  put  in  by  him  and  filed  or  read 
when  he  closed  his  case  it  rested  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court  wliether  they 
should  thereafter  be  read  to  the  jury  as  evidence. 

11  E.  R.  C.  491,  BROWN  v.  BROWN,  8  El.  &  Bl.  87G,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  1G3,  27  L.  J 
Q.  B.  N.  S.  173. 

Secondary  evidence  of  lost  wills. 

Cited  in  McDonald  v.  McDonald,  142  Ind.  55,  41  N.  E.  33G,  holding  testator's 
declarations  voluntarily  made  to  confidential  friend  admissible  to  prove  con- 
tents; Lane  v.  Hill,  68  N.  H.  275,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  591,  44  Atl.  393,  holding 
that  loss  of  will  being  shown,  its  contents  may  be  shown  by  parol  in  same  way 
as  proof  of  contents  of  any  other  lost  instrument;  Doe  ex  dem.  Savoy  v.  Savoy, 
30  N.  B.  227,  on  the  mode  of  proving  lost  wills;  Gardner's  Goods,  27  L.  J.  Prob 
N.  S.  55,  1  Swabey  T.  109,  where  destroyed  will  was  probated  on  affidavit  of 
attesting  witness  as  to  execution,  and  of  same  witness  and  testator's  widow 
as  to  contents. 

Cited  in  note  in  38  L.R.A.  433,  440,  447,  on  evidence  to  establish,  lost  or  de- 
stroyed wills. 

—  Oral  proof  of. 

Cited  in  Burls  v.  Burls,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  &  Div.  472,  86  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  125, 
16  L.  T.  N.  S.  677,  15  Week.  Rep.  1090,  holding  lost  will  provable  like  other  lost 
paper  and  copy  or  draft  and  oral  evidence  equally  admissible;  Sugden  v.  St, 
Leonards,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  Div.  154,  45  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  49,  34  L.  T.  N.  S.  372, 
24  Week.  Rep.  479,  holding  parol  evidence  of  contents  of  lost  will  admissible. 

Limited  in  Wharram  v.  Wharram,  33  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  75,  3  Swabey  &  T,  301, 
10  Jur,  N.  S.  499,  10  L.  T.  N.  S.  163,  12  Week.  Rep.  889,  holding  parol  evidence 
of  lost  will  proper  only  when  free  from  fraud  and  suspicion  and  cogent  in  its 
prol)ative  tendency. 
Revocation  of  will  by  destruction. 

Cited  in  Rich  v.  Gilkey,  73  Me.   595,  holding  physical  destruction  by  an  in- 
capacitated testator  or  one  unduly  influenced  is  not  a  revocation. 
Revocation   of  earlier  will  by  express   words. 

Cited  in  Colvin  v.  W'arford,  20  Md.  357,  holding  revocative  clause  in  aboitive 
later  will  suffices. 

—  By  lost  or  unprobated  later  will. 

Cited  in  Blackett  v.  Ziegler,  153  Iowa,  344,  37  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  291,  133  N.  W. 
!)01,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  115,  holding  that  mere  execution  of  revocatory  will  effects 
cancellation  of  prior  one,  although  it  is  never  probated,  under  statute  providing 
tliat  will  may  be  revoked  by  execution  of  subsequent  will;  Williams  v.  Miles, 
(>S  Neb.  463,  62  L.R.A.  383,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  431,  94  N.  W,  705,  4  Ann.  Cas.  306, 
liolding  that  revocative  effect  being  proven,  a  subsequent  lost  will  will  defeat 
probate  of  the  earlier,  though  contents  of  later  cannot  be  shown;  Wood  v.  Wood, 
L.  R.  1  Prob.  &  Div.  309,  36  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  34,  15  L,  T.  N.  S.  593,  holding 
intestacy  resulted  from  proof  of  a  subsequent  revocative  will  which  was  lost. 

Cited  in  note  in  37  L.R.A.  564,  on  revocation  of  will  by  subsequent  will,  and 
revival  of  former  by  destruction  of  latter. 

Cited  in  3  Washburn,  Real  Prop.  6th  ed.  504,  on  revocation  of  will  by  execu- 
tion of  new  will. 
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Revocation   presumable   from   loss  or   nonproduction   of  will. 

Cited  in  Newell  v.  Homer,  120  Mass.  277,  holding  evidence  of  its  existence 
uncancelled  at  time  of  testator's  death  is  necessary  to  rebut  presumption  that 
will  not  found  was  revoked;  South  worth  v.  Adams,  11  Biss.  256,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,194,  holding  presumption  of  revocation  of  will  last  seen  in  testator's  posses- 
sion is  rebuttable;  Brown's  Goods,  27  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  20,  1  Swabey  &  T.  ,32, 
4  Jur.  N.  S.  244,  holding  of  same  will  as  in  cited  case  on  petition  for  letters 
of  administration  that  lost  revocative  will  was  properly  proved  by  parol  and 
had  been  destroyed  leaving  an  intestacy;  Homerton  v.  Hewett,  25  L.  T.  N.  S. 
854,  presuming  revocation  unless  it  is  shown  that  testator's  possession  admitted 
no  destruction. 

Distinguished  in   Stevens  v.  Hope,  52  Mich.   65,  17   N.  W.   698,  holding  that 
where  there  was  evidence  of  a  later  will,  proponents  of  an  earlier  one  could  not 
sustain  it  by  invoking  the  presumption  of  revocation  of  the  later  lost  one. 
Revival   of  earlier  by  destruction   of  later   will. 

Cited  in  Pickens  v.  Davis,  134  Mass.  252,  45  Am.  Rep.  322,  holding  affirmative 
evidence  of  intent  to  revive  necessary  to  effect  it  by  revocation  of  later  will; 
Purcell  v.  Bergin,  20  Ont.  App.  Rep.  535,  holding  revival  by  codicil  revoking 
a  revocative  will  took  effect  only  from  codicil's  date  whereby  it  was  republished. 
Testimony   of   single   Avitness   as   to   contents   of   lost   will. 

Cited  in  CoUigan  v.  M'Kernan,  2  Dem.  421,  5  N.  Y.  Civ.  Rep.  198,  holding 
parol  admissible  to  show  execution  of  will  subsequent  to  propoixnded  one  which 
later  one  contained  revoking  clause,  and  that  testimony  of  single  witness  suf- 
ficed; Re  Murray,  Newfoundl.  Rep.  (1874-84)  228,  on  suITiciency  of  one  witness; 
Williams  v.  Williams,  142  ^lass.  515,  8  N.  E.  424,  holding  single  witness  could 
prove  revival  where  testator  destroyed  all  but  the  second  of  three  wills  each 
revocative  of  others  testator  having  expressed  such  a  purpose. 

11  E.  R.  C.  508,  DOE  EX  DEM.  WOODMAN  v.  ]\IASON,  1  Esp.  53,  5  Revised 

Rep.  718. 
Corporate  seal  as  self  proving. 

Cited  in  Royal  Institution  v.  Desrivieres,  Stuart  (L.  C.)  224  note,  on  seal 
of  corporation  as  self  proving. 

n  E.  R.  C.  508,  MARSH  v.  COLLNETT,  2  Esp.  065,  5  Revised  Rep.  703. 
Admissibility  of  a  copy   of  an   original   public   document. 

Cited  in  New  Jersey  R.  &  Transp.  Co.  v.  Suydam,  17  X.  J.  L.  25,  holding 
in  all  cases  where  the  original  is  a  public  document,  and  would  of  itself  be 
evidence  a  sworn  copy  is  equally  available. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  455,  on  admissibility  of  verified  copy  of 
public  document. 

Distinguished  in  Clement  v.  (ilraham,  78  Vt.  290,  03  Atl.  140,  holding  at  com- 
mon  law  a  copy  of  a  doc\uiiciit  of  a  i)rivate  nature   is  not  evidence  unless  the 
original   is   lost,   destroyed,   or   in   the   hands   of   a   third   party   who   cannot   bo 
compelled  to  surrender  it. 
—  Of  ancient  document  without  proof  of  execution. 

Cited  in  Knox  v.  Silloway,  10  Me.  201,  holding  the  original  deed  of  con- 
veyance is  admissible  in  evidence  witliout  proof  of  execution  in  any  case  where 
a  copy  would  be  admitted;  .lackson  ex  dem.  Bowman  v  Christman,  4  Wend. 
277,  holding  a  will  standing  over  40  years  after  death  of  testator,  and  property 
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lield  during  all  that  time  in  accordance  with  its  provisions  will  ho  admitted  in 
evidence  as  an  ancient  deed. 

Cited  in  note  in  35  L.R.A.  344,  on  necessity  for  calling  subscribing  witnesses 
to  prove  attested  instruments. 

Distinguished  in  Doe  ex  dom.  Edgett  v.  Stiles,  3  N.  B.  338,  holding  parol  evi- 
dence could  not  be  given  of  the  contents  of  a  deed,  said  to  be  tliirty  years  old, 
and  offered  in  evidence  on  that  ground. 
When  will  may  be  read. 

Cited  in  Cogswell  v.  Burtis,  Hoffni.  Ch.  198,  holding  that  will  duly  set  forth 
in  pleading  may  be  read  at  hearing  upon  previous  notice,  where  it  has  been 
admitted  to  probate. 

11  E.  R.  C.  514,  ATTY.  GEN.  v.  THEAKSTONE,  8  Price,  89,  22  Revised  Rep. 
716. 

11   E.   R.   C.   518,   GOODRIGHT   EX   DE:M.    STEVENS   v.   ilOSS,   Cowp.    pt.    2, 
p.  591. 

Evidence  competent  to  establish  pedigree. 

Cited  in  Hall's  Deposition,  1  Wall.  Jr.  85,  Fed.  Cas.  Xo.  5,924,  on  admissibil- 
ity of  declarations  post  litem  motam  as  evidence  in  matters  of  pedigree;  Foster 
V.  Brooks,  6  Ga.  287,  holding  such  declarations  are  restricted  to  deceased  per- 
sons who  were  related  by  blood  or  marriage  to  the  person,  and  therefore,  in- 
terested in  the  succession  in  question;  Metheny  v.  Bohn,  160  111.  263,  43  N.  E. 
380,  holding  tradition  is  proper  evidence  in  questions  of  pedigree,  as  are  also 
the  declarations  of  parents  who  are  deceased;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Bogert  v.  King, 
5  Cow.  237,  15  Am.  Dec.  468,  holding  anything  which  shows  a  general  reputa- 
tion, is  admissible  to  establish  pedigree;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Ross  v.  Cooley,  8 
Johns.  128,  holding  declarations  of  persons,  who  from  their  situation  were  likely 
to  know,  are  competent  evidence  to  establish  a  pedigree:  Viall  v.  Smith,  6  R. 
I.  417,  holding  evidence  from  reputation  in  the  family  is  clearly  good  upon 
a  question  of  pedigree. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  331,  332,  on  admissibility  of  declarations 
of  deceased  persons  on  question  of  pedigree. 

Distinguished  in  Berkeley  Peerage  Case,  11  E.  R.  C.  310,  4  Campb.  401,  14 
Revised  Rep.  782,  holding  a  deposition  of  an  alleged  father  made  post  litem 
motam  and  brought  out  under  the  influence  of  an  interested  party  is  not  admis- 
sible to  establish  pedigree. 

Limited  in  Haines  v.  Guthrie,  L.  R.  13  Q.  B.  Div.  818,  53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
521,  51  L.  T.  N.  S.  645,  33  Week.  Rep.  99,  48  J.  P.  756,  holding  such  evidence  is 
confined  to  proof  of  pedigree  and  does  not  apply  to  facts  which  constitute  a 
pedigree,  such  as  birth,  death  and  marriage,  when  these  facts  are  in  issue: 
Whitelocke  v.  Baker,  11  E.  R.  C.  309,  13  Ves.  Jr.  514,  9  Revised  Rep.  216: 
Gregory  v.  Baugh,  4  Rand.  (Va.)  611, — holding  the  tradition  must  be  from  per- 
sons having  such  a  connection  with  the  party  to  wliom  it  relates,  that  it  is 
natural  and  likely,  that  they  are  speaking  the  truth. 
—  Family   records. 

Cited   in   Mason   v.  Massachusetts   Ben.   Life  Asso.   30   Ont.   Rep.   716,   on   ad 
missibility  of  entries  in  a  family  record  as  evidence. 

Cited  in  note  in  41  L.R.A.  451,  on  entries  in  family  Bible  or  other  religious 
book  as  evidence. 

Notes  on  E.  R.  C— 73. 
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—  To  prove  illegitimacy. 

Cited  in  Barnum  v.  Bariuim,  42  Md.  251,  holding  declarations  of  a  mother  aa 
to  marriage  of  her  son  are  admissible  after  her  death,  where  made  ante  litem 
motam,  to  show  one  claiming  and  admitted  as  his  son,  was  illegitimate;  Bowles 
V.  Bingham,  3  Munf.  599,  holding  law  will  interdict  the  husband  from  giving 
evidence  tending  to  show  issue  is  illegitimate. 
Evidence  to  bastardize  issue  of  marriage. 

Cited  in  Scanlon  v.  Walshe,  81  Md.  118,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  488,  31  Atl.  498, 
holding  the  evidence  of  the  adulterer,  when  offered  for  the  purpose  of  bastard- 
izing the  child  should  be  excluded;  Dennison  v.  Page,  29  Pa.  420,  72  Am.  Dec. 
644,  holding  nothing  short  of  such  evidence  of  nonaccess  on  part  of  husband, 
that  he  could  not,  in  the  course  of  nature,  have  been  the  father  of  the  child, 
will  be  sufficient  to  destroy  legitimacy. 
Competency  of  testimony  to  nonaccess  of  spouse. 

Cited  in  Corson  v.  Corson,  44  N.  H.  587,  holding  in  a  divorce  action  by 
husband  he  is  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove  nonaccess. 

—  Basis  of  rule. 

Cited  in  Chamberlain  v.  People,  23  N.  Y.  85,  SO  Am.  Dec.  255;  Egbert  v. 
Greenwalt,  44  Mich.  245,  38  Am.  Rep.  260,  6  N.  W.  654;  Boykin  v.  Boykin,  70 
N.  C.  262,  16  Am.  Rep.  776, — holding  the  reason  why  the  wife  was  not  allowed 
to  prove  access  or  nonaccess,  is  founded  in  decency,  morality,  and  public  policy; 
Niles  V.  Sprague,  13  Iowa,  198,  holding  such  evidence  is  held  incompetent 
upon  grounds  of  public  policy;  Melvin  v.  Melvin,  58  N.  H.  569,  42  Am.  Rep. 
605,  holding  such  evidence  is  not  excluded  because  of  its  indecency,  but  by  rea- 
son of  its  being  against  sound  public  policy  and  morality. 
Admissibility  of  evidence  by  spouse  tending  to  bastardize  issue. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Palmer,  79  N.  J.  Eq.  496,  82  Atl.  358,  holding  that 
putative  father  is  incompetent  to  testify  that  child  born  to  mother  after  mar- 
riage though  conceived  before,  was  not  his  child;  Ryan  v.  Miller,  21  U.  C.  Q. 
B,  202,  holding  evidence  of  mother  inadmissible  to  prove  illegitimacy  of  her 
child  born  in  wed  lock;  Vernon  v.  Vernon,  6  La.  Ann.  242,  holding  the  declara- 
tions of  the  father  are  entirely  insufficient  to  bastardize  the  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage; Wallace  v.  Wallace,  137  Iowa,  37,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  544,  126  Am.  St. 
Rep.  253,  114  N.  W.  527,  15  Ann.  Cas.  761;  Haddock  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co. 
3  Allen,  298,  81  Am.  Dec.  656, — holding  when  parties  are  lawfully  married 
neither  of  them  can  be  allowed  to  testify  that  the  offspring  of  the  mother  is 
spurious;  Flora  v.  Anderson,  75  Fed.  217,  holding  only  cases  where  testimony 
of  members  of  family  is  admitted  to  show  bastardy,  is  to  dispute  a  claim  of 
legitimacy  and  not  to  show  bastardy  per  se;  Koffman  v.  Koffman,  193  Mass. 
r)93,  79  N.  E.  780,  holding  evidence  properly  admitted  upon  an  issue  of  con- 
donation is  inadmissible  to  show  illegitimacy  of  a  child  born  in  wed  lock;  Page 
V.  Dennison,  1  Grant,  Cas.  377  (dissenting  opinion),  on  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence of  nonaccess;  Nottingliam  v.  Tomkinson,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  Div.  343,  48  L. 
.1.  Mag.  Cas.  N.  S.  171,  holding  in  proceedings  against  a  husband  for  mainte- 
nance of  child  he  will  not  be  permitted  to  prove  nonaccess  and  bastardize  the 
child;  Inglis  v.  Inglis,  16  L.  T.  N.  S.  775,  on  admissibility  of  evidence  of  non- 
access. 

Distinguished  in  Ratcliff  v.  Wales,  1  Hill,  63,  holding  the  wife  has  constantly 
been  admitted  to  prove  the  criminal  intercourse  by  which  the  child  was  begot- 
ten;  Vanderbilt  v.  Mitchell,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  632,  63  Atl.  1107,  entertaining  a  bill 
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filed  by  the  ostensible  father  to  accomplish  the  bastardization  of  a  child  certi- 
fied to  as  child  of  complainant;  Evans  v.  State,  165  Ind.  369,  2  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
619,  75  N.  E.  651,  6  Ann.  Cas.  813,  holding  a  married  woman  may  testify 
in  a  bastardy  case  to  tlie  nonaccess  of  her  husband;  Northrop  v.  Hale,  76  Me. 
306,  49  Am.  Rep.  615,  holding  declarations  of  a  woman  to  show  illegitimacy 
of  her  unmarried  sister's  son,  born  and  brought  up  in  her  own  family  are 
competent. 
Competency  of  parents  to  prove  legitimacy  of  child. 

Cited  in  Van  Tuyl  v.  Van  Tuyl,  57  Barb.  235,  8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  5,  holding  in 
a  partition  suit  between  children  of  two  women  and  same  man,  a  woman 
claiming  a  second  wife  is  a  competent  witness  to  establish  legitimacy  of  her 
children;  Com.  v.  Strieker,  1  Browne  (Pa.)  47  Appx.  on  the  mode  in  whicli 
access  and  consequent  legitimacy  is  provable. 
—  Declarations  of  deceased  parents. 

Cited  in  Blann  v.  Beal,  5  Ala.  357,  holding  a  memorandum  shown  to  have 
been  made  by  father  at  time  of  birth  of  child  would  be  evidence  of  date  of  birth, 
as  a  declaration  ante  litem  motam,  but  only  where  father  was  deceased;  Pear- 
son V.  Pearson,  46  Cal.  609,  holding  recitals  in  the  will  competent  evidence,  tend- 
ing to  establish  the  marriage  and  legitimacy  of  the  children;  Davis  v.  Houston, 
2  Yeates,  289,  holding  the  marriage  certificate  from  hands  of  second  wife, 
equivalent  to  her  declarations,  to  prove  illegitimacy  of  child  born  during  a  first 
marriage;  Dannelli  v.  Dannelli,  4  Bush,  51;  Alston  v.  Alston,  114  Iowa,  29,  86 
N.  W.  55 ;  Caujolle  v.  Ferrie,  23  N.  Y.  90, — holding  declarations  of  parents  in 
life  that  they  were  married,  are  admissible  as  evidence  to  establish  the  legiti- 
macy of  their  issue;  Murray  v.  Milner,  L.  R.  12  Ch.  Div.  845,  48  L.  J.  Ch.  775, 
41  L.  T.  N.  S.  213,  27  Week.  Rep.  881,  holding  the  will  itself  may  be  looked  at 
as  a  declaration  by  the  deceased  father  of  the  relationship  existing  between 
him  and  the  claimant. 
Presumptions   as   to   marriage. 

Cited  in  Copes  v.  Pearce,  7  Gill,  247,  holding  cohabitation  alone,  proved  be- 
tween parties  as  man  and  wife,  is  sufficient  to  raise  the  presumption  of  legal 
marriage,  when  the  parties  have  been  long  dead;  Allen  v.  Hall,  2  Nott.  &  M'C. 
114,  10  Am.  Dec.  578,  holding  fact  that  parties  lived  together  as  husband  and 
wife  is  presumptive  proof  of  marriage  but  may  be  rebutted  by  proof  that  no 
marriage  existed;  Phipps  v.  Moore,  5  U.  C.  Q.  B.  16,  holding  cohabitation  and 
reputation  of  marriage  sufficient  to  prove  the  marriage  where  the  issue  is  raised 
in  an  action  of  dower. 
Competency   of   wife   as   witness. 

Cited  in  Scheffler  v.  Robinson,  159  Mo.  App.  527,  141  S.  W.  485,  holding  that 
in  action   for  damages   for  criminal   conversation,   divorced   wife   of  plaintiff  is 
competent  witness  in  his  behalf. 
Declarations  post  litem  motam. 

Cited  in  Boudereau  v.  Montgomery,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  186,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,694, 
on  distinction  between  evidence  of  declarations  ante  and  post  litem  motam. 

Distinguished  in  Crawfurd  v.  Blackburn,  17  Md.  49,  77  Am.  Dec.  323,  holding 
where  the  question  is  "marriage  vel  non"  the  declarations  of  the  since  dead 
parties  that  they  were  not  married,  are  admissible,  if  made  ante  litem  motam. 
Meaning-  of  ''Reputation." 

Cited  in  Re  Hurlhurt.  68  Vt.  366,  35  L.R.A.  794,  35  Atl.  77.  holding  reputa- 
tion is  no  more  than  hearsay,  derived  from  those  having  means  of  knowing. 
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11  E.  Px.  C.  52.",,  AYLESEOED  PEERAGE  CASE,  L.  R.  U  App.  Cas.  1. 
Evidence  tentiing  lo  bastardize  issue. 

Cited  in  Palmer  v.  Palmer,  79  N.  J.  Eq.  490,  82  Atl.  358,  holding  that  putative 
father  is  incompetent  to  testify  that  child  born  to  mother  after  marriage, 
though  conceived  before,  was  not  his  child;  Re  Kennedy,  53  App.  Div.  105, 
65  N.  Y.  Supp.  879  (dissenting  opinion),  on  declarations  admissible  as  part  of 
the  res  gestte;  Mulligan  v.  Thompson,  23  Ont.  Rep.  54,  holding  evidence  of  the 
wife  to  prove  nonaccess  of  her  husband  and  access  of  the  defendant  admissible 
in  an  action  for  the  seduction  of  a  married  woman;  Burnaby  v.  Baillio,  L.  R. 
42  Ch.  Div.  282,  38  Week.  Rep.  125,  holding  verbal  statements  of  wife's  para- 
mour that  he  was  making  arraiigements  for  the  expected  confinement  of  the 
lady  whom  he  was  then  living  with  were  admissible  as  showing  paternity  of 
child:  Bosville  v.  Atty-Gen.  L.  R.  12  Prob.  Div.  177,  56  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  97,  57  L. 
T.  N.  S.  88,  36  Week.  Rep.  79,  holding  the  presumption  in  favor  of  tlie  legitimacy 
of  a  child  born  in  wedlock  may  be  negatived  by  evidence. 

Cited   in   note   in   11   E.   R.   C.   539,   on   admissibility   of   evidence   tending   to 
bastardize  issue. 
Adiiiissibilit.y    of    declarations. 

Cited  in  Nichols  v.  White,  41  Hun,  152,  holding  that  declarations  as  to  disso- 
lution of  partnership  made  by  one  of  partners  may  be  admissible  to  prove  disso- 
lution. 

n  E.  R.  C.  542,  ASHER  v.  WHITLOCK,  11  Juv.  N.  S.  925,  35  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 

17  L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  1,  13  L.  T.  N.  S.  254,  14  Week.  Rep.  26. 
Effect  to  be  given  title  by  mere  possession. 

Cited  in  Hooper  v.  Herald,  154  Mich.  529,  118  N.  W.  3,  16  Ann.  Cas.  149, 
holding  one  in  lawful  possession  of  a  strip  of  land  cannot  be  divested  by  a  tres- 
passer erecting  a  fence  thereon  though  it  remain  thereon  for  a  long  time;  New 
Shoreham  v.  Ball,  14  R.  I.  566,  holding  as  against  a  mere  intruder  proof  of 
prior  possession  for  however  short  a  period  affords  a  presumption  of  ownership; 
Dieze  v.  Fackler,  7  Phila.  220,  26  Phila.  I.,eg.  Int.  317,  holding  as  between  two 
parties,  each  equally  without  title,  the  law  will  incline  in  favor  of  him  who 
was  first  in  point  of  time;  Swinehammer  v.  Hart,  5  D.  L.  R.  106,  holding  that 
one  stranger  to  title  if  in  actual  possession  may  have  action  against  another 
stranger  who  cannpt  show  better  title;  Workman  v.  Robb,  7  Ont.  App.  Rep. 
389,  holding  that  whether  party  was  tenant  at  will  or  at  sufferance,  his  mere 
possession  would  make  the  entry  of  anyone,  without  better  title,  a  trespasser; 
Mulholland  v.  Ilarman,  6  Ont.  Rep.  546,  holding  one  in  actual  possession,  iising 
premises  as  his  own,  cannot  be  evicted  by  another  entering  upon  his  possession 
unless  such  one  can  prove  title;  Innes  v.  Ferguson,  21  Ont.  App.  Rep.  323,  on 
effect  of  a  wrongful  entry  and  possession  of  anotlier's  land ;  Myers  v.  R>iport, 
8  Ont  L.  Rep.  (>(!8  (dissenting  opinion),  on  effect  to  l)e  given  possession; 
Armour  v.  Smith,  16  Grant,  CIi.  (U.  C.)  380,  holding  that  contestant  who  is  in 
possession  of  property  claimed  should  be  permitted  to  ))oint  out  defects  in  claim- 
ant's prinui  facie  title,  before  being  called  upon  to  prove  her  own  title  to  prop- 
erty; Thompson  v.  Hall,  31  IT.  C.  Q.  B.  367,  holding  possession  obtained  by  a 
writ  of  jwssession  and  retained  for  three  years  must  be  presumed  good  against 
all  the  world  excei)t  one  wlio  can  show  a  good  title;  Butterfield  v.  JNIabee,  22 
U.  C.  C.  V.  230,  holding  one  enteiing  upon  party  in  peaceful  possession, 
trespasses   ujion    possession    of    one    occupying    i)remises   and    not    upon    one   who 
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may  bo  liyli-tful   owner:    McXisli  v.  Miinro,  2'>  V.  C.  C.  P.  'ZilO,  on   prior  posses- 
sion as  against  all  but  riglitful  owner. 

Distinguished  in  O'Neill  v.  Owen,  17  Ont.  Kop.  52.5,  holding  an  assignment 
of  land  by  one  in  actual  possession  will  not  support  a  claim  of  damages,  based 
on  value  of  crop  and  use  of  land  for  a  year,  where  rightful  owners  take  pos- 
session; Davis  V.  Henderson,  29  U.  C.  Q.  B.  344,  holding  a  succession  of  tres- 
passers will  defeat  one  whose  title  has  been  e.vtinguished  by  twenty  years' 
dispossession. 

—  Prima  facie  seizin. 

Cited  in  Cooley  v.  Smith,  40  U.  C.  Q.  B.  543,  holding  possession  is  prima  faiii' 
evidence  of  seizin;  Emmerson  v.  Maddison,  C.  R.  [1906]  A.  C.  27,  on  posses- 
sion being  prima  facie  evidence  of  seisin  in  fee. 

—  Proof  in  ejectment. 

Cited  in  Bradshaw  v.  Ashley,  180  U.  S.  59,  45  L.  ed.  423,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
297,  holding  prior  possession  is  good  in  any  event  as  against  a  trespasser  enter- 
ing without  right;  Van  Vuken  v.  Monroe,  38  ilich.  725,  holding  one  in  posses- 
sion of  land  by  tax  deed,  though  his  title  be  defective,  cannot  be  deprived  bj'  a 
nocturnal  invasion  by  one  having  no  better  title;  New  York  v.  Carleton,  113 
N.  Y.  284,  21  N.  E.  55,  holding  title  of  city  by  possession  sufficient  to  enable 
it  to  maintain  ejectment  against  a  defendant,  unless  he  can  show  a  better  title: 
Emmerson  v.  Maddison,  36  N.  B.  260,  holding  prior  possession  is  enougli  in 
ejectment  against  those  having  no  title:  Freeman  v.  Allen,  6  N.  S.  293,  holding 
mere  prior  possession  is  sufficient  to  maintain  ejectment  against  a  wrongdoer: 
Shaver  v.  Jamieson,  25  U.  C.  Q.  B.  156,  holding  a  plaintiff  must  recover  by  the 
strength  of  his  own  title,  although  the  defendant  opposes  nothing  biit  the  facts 
of  possession;  Kyle  v.  Stocks,  31  U.  C.  Q.  B.  47,  holding  possession  by  a  per- 
son and  his  tenants  is  sufficient  to  maintain  ejectment  against  a  mere  wrong- 
doer; McDougall  v.  McMillan,  25  U.  C.  C.  P.  75,  holding  the  owner  of  land  by 
an  invalid  tax  deed  may  maintain  ejectment  against  a  trespasser;  Wallbridge 
V.  Gilmour,  22  U.  C.  C.  P.  135,  holding  he  may  maintain  ejectment  against 
any  person  entering  upon  his  actual  possession  without  further  proof  of  title; 
Kipp  V.  Toronto,  33  U.  C.  Q.  B.  220,  holding  a  real  owner  continuously  out  of 
possession  for  twenty  years  cannot  maintain  ejectment  tliough  the  occupants 
may  not  have  obtained  a  statutorj'  title  by  adverse  possession. 
Devisable   interests   in    land   by   possession. 

Cited  in  Simmons  v.  Shipman,  15  Ont.  Rep.  301,  holding  a  possessory  title, 
that  might  by  the  lapse  of  time  become  perfected  under  the  statute,  may  be 
tlie  subject  of  sale  or  devise;  Robinson  v.  Chisholm,  27  N.  S.  74,  holding  a  pur- 
chaser, by  years  of  occupancy  acquired  an  interest  which  was  devisable;  Des 
Barres  v.  Shey,  8  N.  S.  327,  holding  possession  by  a  father  enabled  him  to  dis- 
pose of  the  land  by  will. 
Successive  possession   of   land. 

Cited  in  Ryerse  v.  Teeter,  44  U.  C.  Q.  B.  8,  as  having  referred  to  the  case 
of  Dixon  V.  Gayfere,  17  Beav.  421,  as  questionable  law;  Heward  v.  Heward,  15 
Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  516,  holding  those  successively  holding  a  possession  under 
a  devise  must  refer  their  possession  to  such  rightful  possession  and  will  not  be 
heard  to  say  their  possession  was  adverse;  Dedford  v.  Boulton,  25  Grant, 
Ch.  (U.  C.)  561,  holding  a  title  of  mortgagee  who  took  possession  of  premises, 
which  had  not  ripened  into  a  title  under  the  statute  of  limitations,  passed  to 
his  vendee  and  became  perfected  after  twenty  years. 
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Distinguished  in  Adamson  v.  Adamson,  17  Ont.  Rep.  407,  holding  the  posses- 
sion  of   a   mother,  who   continued   in   possession   of   land   held   by   her   husband 
as  life  tenant,  cannot  be  considered  the  possession  of  her  children. 
Possession  from  defective  proceedings. 

Cited  in  King  v.  Merritt,  67  Mich.  ]94,  34  N.  W.  689,  on  a  defective  proceed- 
ing to  assign  dower  and  lapse  of  time  as  evidence  of  possession  as  against  re- 
mainderman. 
Possession  by  tenant. 

Cited  in  Gray  v.  Richford,  1  Ont.  App.  Rep.  112,  holding  rule  that  tenant 
cannot  question  landlord's  title,  does  not  apply  where  person  entering  claims 
an  independent  interest,  which  is  transferable  by  will  or  by  inheritance;  Arm- 
strong V.  Armstrong,  21  U.  C.  C.  P.  4,  holding  heirs  of  tenant  at  will  may  be 
ejected  by  the  owner  any  time  after  determination  of  the  tenancy. 
Prescriptive    rights    as   against   property    held    by    invalid    contract. 

Cited  in  Guthrie  v.  Canadian  P.  R.  Co.  27  Ont.  App.  Rep.  64,  holding  an  ease- 
ment by  prescription  is  gained  over  railroad  property  after  statutory  period, 
though  the  property  was  held  by  railroad  company  under  an  invalid  contract 
the  greater  part  of  the  period. 

11  E.  R.  C.  550,  GILES  v.  GROVER,  9  Ring.  128,  6  Bligh,  N.  P.  277,  1  Clark  & 

F.  72,  2  Moore  &  S.  197. 
Effect  of  a  levy  on  ownership. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Foster,  2  Story,  131,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,960,  holding  before  a 
sale  by  a  judgment  creditor,  the  general  property  of  the  debtor  is  not  divested, 
and  the  creditor  does  not,  under  the  levy  upon  the  fieri  facias  acquire  any  right 
or  interest  in  the  property;  Tuttle  v.  Gates,  24  Me.  395,  holding  the  seizure  of 
the  debtor's  goods  on  a  fieri  facias  does  not  operate  as  a  destruction  of  his 
property  in  the  goods;  Fuller  v.  Loring,  42  Me.  481  (dissenting  opinion),  on  the 
effect  of  a  seizure  of  goods  on  a  fieri  facias;  Re  Clarke  [1898]  1  Ch.  336,  67  L. 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  234,  78  L.  T.  N.  S.  275,  14  Times  L.  R.  274,  46  Week.  Rep.  337; 
Ross  V.  Dunn,  16  Ont.  App.  Rep.  552, — holding  the  general  property  in  goods 
bound  by  or  seized  under  an  execution  remains  in  the  debtor  unaltered  until 
sale  by  the  sheriff;  Bullen  v.  Harding,  13  N.  B.  499,  holding  that  where  pro- 
ceedings against  debtor  are  taken,  under  Insolvent  Act,  and  attachment  is 
issued,  money  in  hands  of  sheriff  realized  from  debtor's  effects  on  execution 
sale,  belongs  to  assignee. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  E.  R.  C.  671,  on  what  may  be  taken  under  writ  of  fieri 
facias;   1  L.R.A. (N.S.)    1056,  on  right  to  sell  property  while  in  custody  of  law. 

Distinguished  in  Dudley's  Case,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,114,  holding  a  creditor  by  his 
judgment  and  execution  has  a  lien  on  the  property  of  a  petitioner  in  bank- 
ruptcy, as  the  property  of  the  petitioner  is  not  divested  until  the  decree  in 
bankruptcy. 

Disapproved  in  Farmers'  &  M.  Bank  v.  Kingsley,  2  Dougl.    (Mich.)   379,  hold- 
ing a  valid  levy  deprives  the  debtor  immediately  of  the  control,  and  ultimately, 
if  pursued,  absolutely  divests  him  of  his  property. 
—  Transfer  of  title  by   involuntary  sale  or   process. 

Cited  in  Mingaye  v.  Corbett,  14  U.  C.  C.  P.  557,  holding  the  transfer  of  prop- 
erty under  a  writ  of  execution  is  complete  by  the  act  of  sale  providing  the 
statute  of  frauds  is  satisfied  whore  it  has  application:   Smith  v.  Jones,  5  U.  C. 
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C.  P.  42.').  holding  the  property  of  debtor  in  a  vessel  was  not  divested  by  force 
of  the  seizure  and  in  complete  sale  by  sheriff. 
Right  of  slieriff  in  the  property  attached. 

Cited  in  Thayer  v.  Hutchinson,  13  Vt.  504,  37  Am.  Rep.  607,  holding  a  rc- 
ceiptnian  maj'-  maintain  trover  against  one  taking  property  from  his  possession 
without  riglit;  IMcNaught  v.  Van  Norman,  9  B.  C.  131,  holding  the  sheriff 
acquires  no  title  to  the  interest  of  the  execution  debtor  before  sale;  Mitchell  v. 
Davis,  39  N.  B.  480;  Swim  v.  Shireff,  20  N.  B.  25  (dissenting  opinion),— on 
sheriff's  possession  of  goods  under  writ  of  replevin  as  giving  him  no  property 
in  goods,  general  or  special;  McKeen  v.  Colpitts,  39  N.  B.  256,  to  the  point 
that  officer  has  right  of  possession  of  goods  seized,  necessary  to  enable  him 
to  discharge  duty  imposed  upon  him;  Kingsmill  v.  Bank  of  Upper  Canada,  13 
U.  C.  C.  P.  600,  holding  the  sheriff  is  the  mere  minister  of  sale,  and  has  no 
property  whatever  in  the  goods  seized  under  an  execution;  Beatty  v.  Rumble, 
21  Ont.  Rep.  184,  holding  goods  seized  by  the  sheriff  were  in  the  custody  of 
the  law  and  any  attempt  by  the  landlord  who  caused  the  levy  to  take  possession 
was  unlawful  and  inoperative. 
Essential  difference  between  levy  and  execution  on  lands  and  on  goods. 

Cited  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Tiffany  v.  Miller,  6  U.  C.  Q.  B.  426,  on  difference  between 
seizure  and  sale  by  sheriff  of  lands  and  goods. 
Priority  of  sovereign  or  state  over  other  creditors. 

Cited  in  Re  Devlin,  180  Fed.  170,  holding  that  claims  of  state  were  not 
entitled  to  priority  under  Bankruptcy  Act  of  July,  1898;  Central  Trust  Co.  v. 
Third  Ave.  R.  Co.  186  Fed.  291,  holding  that  state  has  not  priority  over 
prior  mortgage,  under  statute  giving  state  lien  on  street  railroad's  property 
for  tax  on  certain  dividends;  State  v,  Williams,  101  Md.  529,  1  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
254,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  579,  61  Atl.  297,  4  Ann.  Cas.  970,  holding  that  state  has 
no  preference  over  other  creditors  for  payment  of  losses  and  unearned  premiums 
out  of  assets  in  hands  of  receiver  of  insolvent  insurance  company  with  which 
it  insured  state  property;  State  v.  Bank  of  Maryland,  6  Gill  &  J.  205,  20  Am. 
Dec.  561,  holding  that  right  of  priority  of  state  is  rule  only  in  distribution  of 
property  of  debtor,  requiring  debt  due  to  state  to  be  first  paid,  where  individual 
creditor  has  no  antecedent  lien  overreaching  it;  Commissioner  of  Banking  v. 
Chelsea  Sav,  Bank,  161  Mich.  691,  125  N.  W.  424,  holding  that  common  law 
right  of  sovereignty  to  preference  in  payment  of  demands  is  not  enforcible 
in  favoring  surety  after  proceedings  to  liquidate  assets  of  bank,  under  statutes 
not  providing  for  priority;  Re  Carnegie  Trust  Co.  206  N.  Y.  390,  46  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  260,  99  N.  E.  109G,  holding  that  state  is  entitled  to  preference  in  pay- 
ment of  funds  on  deposit  in  insolvent  trust  company;  Re  Carnegie  Trust  Co. 
151  App.  Div.  606,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  460,  holding  that  common  law  rule  that 
sovereign  is  entitled  to  preference  in  payment  of  debts  due  him  by  insolvent 
is  in  force  here;  United  States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  v.  Rainey,  120  Tenn.  357, 
113  S.  W.  397,  holding  that  state  is  entitled  to  priority  over  other  creditors  of 
defaulting  public  officer  in  collection  of  its  delinquent  revenue,  on  his  official 
bond;  State  v.  Foster,  5  Wyo.  199,  29  L.R.A.  226,  38  Pac.  926,  holding  that  right 
of  state  to  preference  of  payment  from  insolvent's  estate,  cannot  be  asserted 
after  general  assignment  for  creditors;  Reg.  v.  Maritime  Bank,  27  N.  B.  357; 
Provincial  Government  v.  Maritime  Bank,  27  N.  B.  395, — holding  that  public 
moneys  deposited  in  bank  by  provincial  government  is  debt  due  crown,  and 
government  is  entitled  to  priority  over  holders  of  notes  issued  by  bank;  R.  v. 
Bank  of  Nova  Scotia,  11  Can  S.  C.  1,  holding  the  crown  has  priority  as  a  simple 
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contract  creditor  over  other  creditors,  and  acceptance  of  a  portion  of  its  claim 
by  instalments  is  not  a  waiA^er  of  such  right  of  priority. 

Cited  in  note  in  8  Eng.  Eiil.  Cas.  199,  on  subrogation  to  rights  of  the  Crown. 

Disapproved   in   Middlesex   County   v.   State   Bank,   29   N.   J.   Eq.  268,  holding 
the  state  possesses  no  prerogative  to  have  a  payment  of  its  debts  in  preference 
to  other  creditors. 
—  Over  prior  levy  or  sale. 

Cited  in  Clarkson  v.  Atty.  Gen.  15  Ont.  Rep.  032,  holding  coal  assigned  in 
trust  for  creditors  before  the  teste  of  an  extent,  could  not  be  taken,  if  the  as- 
signment be  not  fraudulent;  R.  v.  Sivewright,  34  N.  B.  144,  holding  the  writ  of 
extent  relates  back,  so  if  goods  taken  under  a  fieri  facias  are  not  actually  sold, 
they  may  be  seized  by  sheriff  on  an  immediate  writ  of  extent. 

Distinguished  in  Wise  v.  L.  &  C.  Wise  Co.  153  N.  Y.  507,  47  N.  E.  788,  hold- 
in"  the  sovereign  has  no  priority  of  payment  over  other  claims  secured  by 
specific  liens;  McPherson  v.  Earewell,  5  U.  C.  C.  P.  101,  holding  cases  of  writs 
of  fi.  fa.  being  superseded  after  levy  by  writs  of  extent  at  the  suit  of  the 
crown  have  no  application  where  the  proceedings  are  by  statute;  Evans  v. 
Walsh,  41  N.  J.  L.  281,  32  Am.  Rep.  201,  holding  a  tax  warrant  has  priority 
over  a  fi.  fa.  levied  before,  though  not  delivered  to  the  sheriff  until  after  the 
warrant. 
Nature  of  lien  Avithin  inlencliiient  of  bankrupt  act. 

Cited  in  Re  Bellows,  3  Story,  428,  Fed.  Cas.  No.   1,278,  holding  an  attaching 
creditor,   on  mesne  process,   does   not   secure   a   lien   or   security   within   the   in- 
tendment of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 
Application  of  statute  of  frauds  to  executions. 

Cited   in   Kingsmill   v.   Warrener,    13   U.   C.   Q.   B.    18,  holding  the   statute   of 
frauds    relates    only    to    executions,    not    incipient,    or    mesne    process    to    secure 
an    alleged    demand    by    compelling    l)ail    or    detaining    effects    of    absconding    or 
concealed    debtors. 
Irrevocability  of  right  or  grant  by  matters  ex  post  facto. 

Cited  in  Silverwood  v.  Latrobe,  68  Md.  620,  13  Atl.  161,  holding  a  cemetery 
lot  holder  Avho  by  the  conveyance  had  the  right  to  plant  and  cultivate  trees 
on  lot  cannot  after  so  using  the  lot  for  more  than  twenty  years  be  deprived  of 
such  privilege  by  any  subsequent  act  of  grantors;  Grasselli  v.  Lowden,  2  Disney 
(Ohio)  323,  holding  a  compromise  of  an  action  for  nuisance  could  not  be  varied 
or  avoided  because  of  change  in  plaintiff's  property  uses. 
Appurtenances. 

Cited   in   Burke   v.   Nichols,  1   Abb.   App.   Dec.   260,   on   meaning  of   "appurte- 
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7  Ch.  314,  26  L.  T.  N.  S.  303,  20  Week.  Rep.  430. 
Specific  lien  by  process  lodging-  writ  witli  sheriff. 

Cited  in  Lowe  v.  Blakemore,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  485,  44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  155. 
33  L.  T.  N.  S.  473,  23  Week.  Rep.  850;  Ex  parte  Jameson,  L.  R.  3  Ch.  Div. 
488,  35  L.  T.  N.  S.  533, — holding  the  mere  lodging  of  the  writ  fi.  fa.  with  the 
sheriff  does  not  constitute  the  execution  creditor  a  secured  creditor. 

Distinguished  in  Meyers  v.  Meyers,  19  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  185,  holding 
execution  creditors  whose  writs  are  in  the  sheriff's  hands  do  not  lose  their 
priority    iiy   debtor    dying   with    insufficient   assets   to   pay   debts:    Ex    parte   Jos- 
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olyiio,  L.  R.  S  th.  Div.  .127,  47  L.  J.  Baiilcr.  X.  S.  01,  38  L.  T.  N.  S.  001,  20 
Week.  Rep.  04.3,  holding  a  creditor  who  has  served  a  garnishee  order  nisi  is  a 
secured  creditor  of  his  judgment  debtor;  Davies  v.  Thomas  [1900]  2  Ch.  402, 
09  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  043,  49  Week.  Rop.  08,  83  L.  T.  N.  S.  11,  holding  the  posi- 
tion of  a  vendor  wlio  has  a  lien  for  unpaid  purchase  money  is  not  analogous 
to  that  of  a  judgment  creditor  who  has  merely  delivered  his  writ  to  the  sheriff. 

—  By  levy  of  writ. 

Cited  in  Re  Clarke  [1898]  1  Ch.  330,  07  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  234,  78  L.  T.  X.  S. 
275,  14  Times  L.  R.  274,  40  Week.  Rep.  337,  holding  after  seizure  and 
before  sale  of  goods  seized  under  a  fi.  fa.  the  execution  creditor  is  as  regards 
the  goods,  in  the  position  of  a  secured  creditor. 

Distinguished  in  Emanuel  v.  Bridger,  L.  R.  9  Q.  B.  280,  43  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
X^  S.  90,  30  L.  T.  X'.  S.  195,  22  Week.  Rep.  404,  holding  a  garnishee  order, 
made  absolute  before  the  bankruptcy  constitutes  the  execution  creditor  a  credi- 
tor  holding   securit}'   within   the   Bankruptcy   Act. 

—  Priority   between    writs. 

Cited  in  Lee  v.  Dangar  [1892]  1  Q.  B.  231,  holding  concurrent  writs  of  fi.  fa. 
placed  in  hands  of  sheriffs'  officers  both  for  the  city  of  London  and  County  of 
London   are   not  thereby   illegal   though   seizure   is   made  under   the   two   writs. 

11  E.  R.  C.  029,  SEMAYXE'S  CASE,  5  Coke,  91a. 

Right   of  ofScer   to   use   force   in   entering-   building-   to   execute   writ. 

Cited  in  McGuire  v.  Cook,  13  Ark.  448,  on  entry  by  sheriff  into  the  house  to 
execute  civil  process  by  breaking  open;  Foley  v.  Martin,  142  Cal.  250,  100 
Am.  St.  Rep.  123,  75  Pac.  842,  holding  a  sheriff  has  no  authority  to  break 
into  a  dwelling  for  the  service  of  process  in  a  civil  action;  Glover  v.  Whittenhall, 
6  Hill,  597,  holding  that  officer  has  no  right  to  break  outer  door  of  man's  dwelling 
house,  for  purpose  of  serving  civil  process,  in  first  instance;  Curtis  v.  Hubbard, 
1  Hill,  336,  holding  the  outer  door  being  shut,  whether  the  owner  or  possessor  be 
within  at  the  time  or  not,  is  equally  a  protection;  Jones  v.  Hcrron,  12  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  183,  holding  that  sheriff  may  break  outer  doors  or  enter  by  usual  ways  for 
purpose  of  executing  writ  of  replevin;  Com.  v.  Farling,  12  Pa.  Dist.  R.  732,  28 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  041,  holding  the  owner  may  close  the  outer  door  and  prevent  levy 
without  being  liable  for  the  act  where  his  own  personal  property  is  being  pur- 
sued; Hudson  V.  Fletcher,  2  Sask.  L.  R.  489,  holding  that  where  store  and 
dwelling  were  under  one  roof,  breaking  of  door  of  store  by  sheriff  to  levy  upon 
goods  was  unlawful. 

Cited  in  notes  in  11  Eng  Rul.  Cas.  037,  043-040,  on  right  to  break  into  house 
to  execute  j)rocess;  42  L.R.A.  075,  on  what  information  accused  is  entitled  to  at 
time  of  arrest. 

Cited  in   Smith,   Pers.   Prop.   314,  on   right  of   landlord   for   purpose   of  mak- 
ing   distress    for    collection    of    rent    to    enter    unfastened    doors    or    windows    of 
building. 
—  After   asliing   permission   to   enter. 

Cited  in  Douglass  v.  State,  6  Yerg.  525,  holding  a  demand  for  admittance,  and 
and  refusal,  is  necessary  to  justify  offense  of  breaking  open  the  house  where 
the  property  of  a  defendant  to  an  execution  is  in  the  house  of  a  third  person; 
Read  v.  Case,  4  Conn.  100,  10  Am.  Dec.  110,  holding  no  one  can  justify  the 
breaking  open  another's  doors  to  make  arrest,  unless  he  first  signify  to  those 
in  the  house  the  cause  and  request  entrance;    Carscallen  v.  Moodie,   15   U.   C. 
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Q.  B.  304,  holding  a  request  to  open  must  be  made  as  well  where  owner  is 
person  against  whose  goods  the  execution  is,  as  where  he  is  not;  Clark  v.  Wil- 
son, 14  R.  I.  11,  holding  the  officer  may  break  open  door  of  shop  or  other 
building  not  part  of  dwelling,  provided  he  ask  permission  to  enter,  if  person 
is  present  who  may  grant  it,  and  is  refused. 

—  Where  goods  of  a  stranger  are  pursued. 

Cited  in  Oystead  v.  Shed,  13  Mass.  520,  7  Am.  Dec.  172,  holding  the  dwell- 
ing is  no  protection  from  arrest  on  civil  process  of  strangers  and  visitors  in 
the  building;  Kingsbury  v.  Pond,  3  N.  H.  511,  holding  a  sheriff  a  trespasser 
ab  initio  in  breaking  and  entering  a  person's  close  to  seize  sheep  of  a  stranger 
who  without  knowledge  of  owner  of  close  drove  his  sheep  therein,  where  the 
sheriff  took  sheep  of  owner  of  the  close;  Gordon  v.  Clifford,  28  N.  H.  402,  hold- 
ing if  a  stranger  whose  ordinary  residence  is  elsewhere,  upon  a  pursuit,  take 
refuge  in  the  house  of  another  the  officer  may  break  open  the  door,  in  order 
to  execute  his  process;  Stickney  v.  Batchelder,  18  N.  H.  40,  holding  where 
door  is  open  the  officer  may  enter  for  the  purpose  of  levy  on  goods  of  stranger, 
whether  the  goods  are  there  for  an  honest  purpose,  or  through  covin;  De  Graf- 
fenreid  v.  INIitchell,  3  M'Cord,  L.  506,  15  Am.  Dec.  648,  holding  the  sheriff, 
where  slaves  of  a  third  person  were  concealed  in  house,  might  break  open 
the  doors  and  take  them  in  execution,  upon  request  and  refusal  to  open;  Keith 
v.  Johnson,  1  Dana,  G04,  25  Am.  Dec.  167,  holding  the  sheriff  at  common  law 
had  authority  to  enter  the  owner's  house  by  force  to  levy  a  fieri  facias  on 
the  goods  of  a  third  party  who  was  defendant  in  the  execution. 

—  Possessory   writs. 

Cited  in  Ennis  v.  Lamb,  10  111.  App.  447,  holding  that  under  writ  issued 
upon  judgment  of  ouster,  possession  cannot  be  retained  in  defiance  of  writ; 
Jones  v.  Herron,  31  W.  N.  C.  263,  1  Pa.  Dist.  R.  475,  holding  the  sheriff  may 
break  open  doors  to  execute  a  writ  of  replevin;  Howe  v.  Butterfield,  4  Cush. 
302,  50  Am.  Dec.  785,  holding  an  officer,  in  the  execution  of  a  writ  of  habere 
facias  possessionem  of  a  church  may  enter  by  breaking  the  door  which  is 
fastened;  Hall  v.  Bowerman,  19  Ont.  Pr.  2GS,  holding  that  it  was  duty  of 
sheriff  to  execute  writ  of  possession  of  house  by  breaking  open  door  that  was 
locked  and  give  plaintiff  possession. 

—  Criminal  or  public  process. 

Cited  in  Luther  v.  Borden,  7  How.  1,  12  L.  ed.  581,  holding  any  justification 
by  martial  law  fails  where  house  was  broken  into  without  oath  or  warrant 
and  where  no  actual  arrest  was  made  or  attempted;  Com.  v.  Phelps,  209  Mass. 
396,  95  N.  E.  868,  Ann.  Cas.  1912B,  566,  holding  that  officer  who  has  right 
to  arrest  without  warrant  because  he  suspects  on  reasonable  grounds  that  de- 
fendant has  committed  felony,  has  right  to  break  open  doors;  Com.  v.  Reynolds, 
120  Mass.  190,  21  Am.  Rep.  510,  holding  after  demand  and  refusal,  the  ofiicer, 
even  in  case  of  a  misdemeanor,  may  lawfully  enter  by  force  and  serve  his 
process,  even  if  against  the  occupancy  of  the  house;  State  v.  Smith,  1  N.  H.  346, 
holding  where  a  public  offense  has  actually  been  committed  any  process  in  the 
name  of  the  public  for  its  punishment  shall  not  be  delayed  by  the  privilege, 
that  every  man's  house  is  liis  castle. 
liiglit  ol"  serving  odicer  to  enter  open  door. 

Cited  in  Blatt  v.  McBarron,  161  Mass.  21,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  385,  36  N.  E, 
468,  holding  that  constable  is  not  justified  in  entering  a  building  l)y  a  door- 
less  opening  for  pur|)()se  of  serving  civil  process  on  person  wliom  lu;  l)elieves  to 
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be  therein,  if  such  person  ia  not  there,  and  owner  of  building  has  done  noth- 
ing to  induce  belief  that  such  person  is  in  building;  State  v.  Armfield,  9  N. 
C.  (2  Hawks)  24G,  11  Am.  Dec.  7G2,  holding  it  as  much  an  invasion  of  owner's 
right  for  sheriff  to  use  force  in  entering  where  door  is  partly  closed  and  his 
entrance  is  resisted,  as  though  he  had  broken  door  at  first. 

Trespa.ss  by  wrongful  entry  to  serve  process. 

Cited  in  Kelly  v.  Schuyler,  20  R.  I.  432,  44  L.R.A.  43o,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  887, 
3!)  Atl.  893,  holding  that  to  break  and  enter  dwelling  house  for  purpose  of 
serving  writ  of  replevin  after  admittance  has  been  demanded  and  refused,  con- 
stitutes officer  a  trespasser. 

Distinguished  in  15ruce  v.  Ulery,  79  Mo.  322.  holding  where  entry  is  peace- 
able and  on  invitation  of  the  mistress  of  the  house,  one  occupying  a  part  of 
the  house  under  such  mistress,  cannot  complain  of  the  search  except  as  to 
actual  damage  done  his  property;  State  v.  Hooker,  17  Vt.  658,  holding  if 
sherifi'  unlawfully  break  and  enter  to  arrest  the  del>tor  an  action  of  assault  and 
battery  will  not  lie  if  debtor  resists  arrest. 
Validity   of   seizure   where   entry   is   made   by    force. 

Cited  in  Welsh  v.  Wilson,  34  jNIinn.  92,  24  N.  \Y.  327  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  the  validity  of  a  levy  made  by  an  entry  by  breaking  into  a  dwelling;  Solin- 
sky  V.  Lincoln  Sav.  Bank,  85  Tenn.  368,  4  S.  W.  836,  holding  that  levy  of 
attachment  upon  goods  of  debtor  is  valid,  although  officer  effected  it,  in  night 
time,  by  opening  window  of  store-house,  in  which  goods  were  stored. 

Distinguished  in  Maxham  v.  Day,  16  Gray,  213,  77  Am.  Dec.  409,  holding  the 
officer  has  no  right  to  replevy  from  the  body  of  the  defendant  articles  carried 
or  worn  about  the  person;  Nattrass  v.  Pliair.  37  U.  C.  Q.  B.  153,  holding  the 
breaking  of  the  house  and  the  seizure  of  the  goods  for  rent  are  each  a  tres- 
pass. 

Disapproved  in  Ilsley  v.  Nichols,  12  Pick.  270,  22  Am.  Dec.  425,  holding  where 
dwelling  is  entered  by  officer  against  prohibition  of  owner,  for  purpose  of  at- 
taching owner's  goods,  such  attachment  is  unlawful  and  invalid;  Curtis  v. 
Hubbard,  4  Hill,  437,  40  Am.  Dec.  292;  People  v.  Hubbard,  24  Wend.  369,  35 
Am.  Dec.  628, — holding  the  sheriff  is  not  protected  as  to  the  levy  made  by 
opening  the  outer  door  of  the  dwelling. 
Validity  of  levy. 

Cited  in  Houghton  v.  May,  22  Ont.  L.  Rep.  434,  holding  that  levy  upon  vessel 
by  sheriff'  on  execution  was  void,  where  vessel  was  brought  by  judgment  creditor 
from  foreign  water  into  sheriff's  bailewick  for  purpose  of  levying  upon  it. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  E.  R.  C.  669,  670,  on  what  may  be  taken  under  writ  of 
fieri  facias. 
Recovery  of  damages  for  being  expelled  from  pronerty. 

Cited    in   Dustin    v.    Cowd'ry,    23   Vt.    631,   holding   the    party    unlawfully    ex- 
pelled may  have  trespass  for  the  damages  sustained  by  him. 
—  AVliere  act  complained  of  is  not  prohibited  by  law. 

Cited  in  Cronister  v.  Weise,  8  Watts,  215,  34  Am.  Dec.  461,  holding  an  ac- 
tion on  the  case  does  not  lie  for  an  act  though  it  be  to  the  damage  of  the  party, 
if  it  is  not  prohibited  by  the  law. 
Remedy  for  preventing  levy. 

Cited  in  Young  v.  Buchanan,  6  U.  C.  C.  P.  21 S,  holding  the  remedy  of  the 
plaintiff  in  execution  is  in  case  whether  sheriff  is  prevented  from  levying,  or 
soods  are  taken  from  the  sheriff  after  he  has  levied. 
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Right   to   defend   domicile   to   prevent    felony. 

Cited  in  Thompson  v.  State,  61  Neb.  210,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  45.3,  8.')  N.  W. 
62,  holding  that  man  may  defend  his  domicile,  even  to  extent  of  takin<r  life,  if 
it  be  actually  or  apparently  necessary  to  do  so  in  order  to  prevent  commission 
of   felony   therein. 

Cited  in  note  in  07  L.R.A.  .343,  on  homicide  to  prevent  criminal  or  unlawful 
acts. 

Effect  of  unreasonable  exercise  of  re-entry  by  officer. 

'  Cited   in   Searj-  v.    Saxton,   28   N.   S.   278,   liolding   tliat   uiireasonal)le   exercise 
of  right  of  re-entry  by  officer  would  not  constitute  willful  misconduct  in  execu- 
tion of  process. 
Right  to  privacy. 

Cited  in  Com.  v.  Farling,  28  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  641,  holding  that  man  has  legal 
right  to  close  doors  of  dwelling  house,  day  or  night  without  regard  to  incon- 
venience to  process  servers;  Walker  v.  \Yiesc,  8  Del.  Co.  Rep.  .505,  holding  that 
owner  cannot  break  into  tenant's  dwelling  house  for  purpose  of  making  dis- 
traint; Pavesich  v.  New  England  L.  Ins.  Co.  122  Ga.  190,  69  L.R.A.  101,  106 
Am.  St.  Rep.  104,  50  S.  E.  68,  2  Ann.  Cas.  501,  holding  that  right  of  privacy 
is  embraci'd  witliin  absolute  rights  of  personal  security  and  personal  liberty:  Caro 
v.  ^Metropolitan  Elev.  R.  Co.  14  Jones  &  S.  138,  on  meaning  of  the  \vord  private, 
as  applied  to  one's  dwelling. 

Interference  with   liberty. 

Cited  in  Henry  v.  Cherry,  30  R.  I.  13,  24  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  991,  130  Am.  St. 
Rep.  928,  73  Atl.  97,  18  Ann.  Cas.  1000,  holding  that  publication  of  one's 
pliotograph  witliout  consent  does  not  interfere  with  constitutional  right  to 
liberty. 

11   E.  R.  C.  647.  SCOTT  v.  SCHOLEY,  8  East,  407,  9  Revised  Rep.  487. 
Interest  subject  to  sale  by  execution. 

Cited  in  King  v.  Tuscumbia,  C.  &  D.  R.  Co.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,808,  holding  inter- 
est of  a  grantor  in  a  trust  deed  cannot  be  sold  inider  execution :  Colvard  v. 
Coxc,  Dudley  (Ga.)  99,  holding  sheritl'  could  not  sell  a  distributive  share  of  an 
estate;  Goodwin  v.  Anderson,  5  Smedes  &  M.  730;  Elmore  v.  Harris,  13  Ala. 
300,-— holding  that  purchaser  who  has  made  full  payment,  entered  into  and  re- 
tained possession  of  land,  luider  liond  for  title,  has  not  such  title  as  can  be  sold 
under  execution  at  law;  Mechanics'  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  v.  Conover,  14  N.  J.  Eq. 
219,  holding  that  goods  pledged  by  defendant  in  execution  may  be  taken  in 
execution  subject  to  rights  of  pledgee:  Brown  v.  Wood,  0  Rich.  Eq.  155,  hold- 
ing that  the  interest  of  a  cestui  que  trust  in  slaves  cannot  be  sold  under  fieri 
facias;  Doe  ex  dem.  Vernon  v.  White,  9  N.  B.  314,  holding  tlie  estate  of  the  mort- 
gagee who  has  taken  possession  is  not  seizable  in  execution  on  a  judgment  against 
him;  Switzer  v.  Ballinger,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  338,  liolding  tliat  due  having  reversion- 
ary interest  in  goods  is  injured  in  such  interest  l)y  the  wrongful  taking  and 
sale  of  same  by  third  person;  Sheldon  v.  Chisholm,  3  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  055, 
holding  that  sale  by  shrrifl'  under  writ  of  lieri  facias  against  lands  of  rever- 
sion after  term  of  1000  years  had  been  created  by  way  of  mortgage,  carried  with 
it  no  right  to  redeem. 

(Mted   in   note  in   12  E.  R.  C.  222,  on  what  constitutes  a   fixture. 

Cited  ill  1  Shinn,  Attacli.  4,3,  on  lack  of  riglit  to  attach  specific  tangible 
l)rop(Tfv    wliicli    cannot    lie   sold    under   execution    afti'V    jiKlLjment    is    obtained. 
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Distinguished    in   Keitli   v.   ITaggart,   4   Dak.   43S,   33   N.   W.   405,   holding  by 
reason    of    statute    any    interest    in    goods,    cliattels,    money    or    other    property, 
both  real  or  personal  shall  be  liable  to  be  taken  on  execution. 
—Equities  of  redemption  or  the  like. 

Cited  in  Van  Ness  v.  Hyatt,  5  Cranch,  C.  C.  127,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,867,  hold- 
ing that  equity  of  redemption  of  leasehold  estate  cannot  be  seized  and  sold  un- 
der fieri  facias;  Piatt  v.  Oliver,  2  McLean,  267,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,115,  holding 
that  an  equitable  interest  not  being  subject  to  execution  or  attacliment  at 
common  law;  Fidelity  Ins.  T.  Sc  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Roanoke  Iron  Co.  81  Fed.  439, 
holding  that  when  receiver  has  been  appointed  to  take  charge  of  assets  of  in- 
solvent corporation,  judgments  thereafter  obtained  are  not  liens  on  its  real 
estate;  Van  Ness  v.  Hyatt,  13  Pet.  294,  10  L.  ed.  168,  holding  an  equity  of 
redemption  of  mortgaged  land  in  District  of  Columbia  is  not  liable  to  execu- 
tion under  a  fieri  facias:  Parker  v.  Lewis,  Hempst.  72,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,741a, 
holding  the  equity  of  redemption  could  not  be  sold  under  execution  as  legal 
estate  was  in  mortgagee;  Morsell  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  91  U.  S.  357,  23  L.  ed. 
436,  holding  an  equitable  interest  in  property  is  not  liable  to  execution  unles.? 
made  so  by  statute;  Bank  of  the  Metropolis  v.  Guttschlick,  14  Pet.  19,  10  L. 
ed.  335,  holding  the  interest  of  the  mortgagor,  according  to  the  common  law, 
is  not  liable  to  execution  as  real  estate;  Badlam  v.  Tucker,  1  Pick.  389,  11  Am. 
Dee.  202;  Simpson  v.  Smyth,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  0.  S.  162;  Russell  v.  Lewis,  2  Pick. 
508;  Haven  v.  Low,  2  N.  H.  13,  9  Am.  Dec.  25;  Smyth  v.  Simpson,  C.  R.  1 
A.  C.  335  (affirming  1  U.  S.  Err.  &  App.  9,  2  Upper  Can.  Jur.  162),— holding 
that  equity  of  redemption  of  estate  of  inheritance  cannot  be  sold  by  sherifT 
under  common  law  process;  Hurt  v.  Reeves,  5  Hayw.  (Tenn.)  50,  holding  an 
equity  of  redemption  is  not  subject  to  sale  by  execution  at  law;  Bailey  v.  Wil- 
loughby,  33  Okla.  194,  124  Pac.  955,  on  whether  equitable  interests  are  subject 
to  execution;  Perkins  v.  Mayfield,  5  Port.  (Ala.)  182,  holding  an  equity  of 
redemption  in  personalty  where  mortgagor  does  not  have  possession  is  not 
subject  to  execution;  Sheldon  v.  Chisholm,  3  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  655,  holding 
any  equity  the  owner  of  the  reversion  has  could  not  be  sold  by  the  sherifT; 
Goode  v.  Longmire,  35  Ala.  G6S,  76  Am.  Dec.  309,  holding  that  vested  remain- 
der in  slaves  cannot,  either  at  common  law,  or  under  statute,  be  attached  under 
execution  during  continuance  of  life  estate,  Avhile  slaves  are  in  possession  of 
tenant  for  life;  Disborough  v.  Outcalt,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  298,  holding  mere  equitable 
interests  in  personal  property  are  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale;  Allen  v.  Scurry, 
1  Yerg.  36,  24  Am.  Dec.  436,  holding  that  remainder  in  slaves  cannot  be  levied 
on  and  sold  by  execution  at  law;  Thornliill  v.  Gilmer,  4  Smedes  &  M.  153,  holding 
a  right  to  redeem  goods  and  chattels  is  not  liable  to  seizure  by  a  creditor  in  exe- 
cution; Dix  V.  Smith,  9  Okla.  124,  50  L.R.A.  714,  60  Pac.  303.  holding  in  absence 
of  statute  the  interest  of  a  mortgagor  in  chattel  property  cannot  be  seized  and 
sold  under  execution;  Rice  v.  Burnett,  Speers  Eq.  579,  42  Am.  Dec.  336,  holding 
that  equitable  interests  are  not  subject  to  levy  under  execution;  Doe  ex  dem. 
Simpson  v.  Privat,  5  U.  C.  Q.  B.  215,  holding  that  equitable  interest  in  leasehold 
is  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  execution;  Dowler  v.  Cushwa,  27  Md.  354; 
Stief  V.  Hart,  1  N.  Y.  20, — holding  at  common  law  goods  pawned  or  pledged  are 
not  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution  in  an  action  against  the  pawner  or  pledgeor; 
Wilkes  V.  Ferris,  5  Johns.  335,  4  Am.  Dec.  364,  holding  the  residuum  of  in- 
terest in  a  resulting  trust,  after  purposes  of  an  assignment  made  were  satis- 
fied, was  not  subject  of  a  sale  in  fi.  fa.;  Jennings  v.  ^Icllroy,  42  Ark.  236,  48  Am. 
Rep.  61,  holding  mortgaged  personalty  cannot  be  taken  on  execution  for  a  debt 
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of  the  mortgagor;  Ross  v.  Simpson,  23  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  552,  holding  the  stat- 
utes authorize  attachment  and  sale  on  execution  of  mortgaged  personalty  to 
extent  of  mortgagor's  interest  therein;  Barron  v.  Barron,  24  Vt.  375,  holding 
where  one  buys  property  in  the  name  of  another  and  pays  the  consideration  a 
resulting  trust  arises  which  is  not  subject  to  sale  on  execution,  but  equity  may 
reach  it  in  behalf  of  creditors. 

Cited  in  note  in  11  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  G81,  on  taking  of  eqXiitable  interests  in  land 
under  execution  under  an  elegit. 

Cited  in  1  Sliinn,  Attach.  44,  on  nonattachability  of  mere  equities. 

Distinguished  in  Shryock  v.  Morris,  75  Md.  72,  23  Atl.  68,  holding  by  statute 
the   equitable   interest   of   a   judgment   debtor   in   a  term   of   years   is   liable   to 
seizure  and  sale  under  execution  at  law. 
Equitable  enforcement  of  legal  debt  or  claim. 

Cited  in  Brinkerhoff  v.  Brown,  4  Johns.  Ch.  071,  holding  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  interfere  to  discover  and  reach  property  where  a  judgment  has  been 
rendered;  Coombs  v.  Jordan,  3  Bland,  Ch.  284,  22  Am.  Dec.  236,  holding  the 
judgment  creditor  might  obtain  the  benefit  of  his  judgment  upon  the  equity 
of  redemption  by  going  into  a  court  of  equity  and  redeeming  any  prior  encum- 
brance; Coombe  v.  Meade,  2  Cranch,  C.  C.  547,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,188,  holding  a 
party  having  a  legal  claim  must  pursue  his  remedj^  at  law  as  far  as  possible 
before  resorting  to  an  equitable  action ;  Shaw  v.  Dwight,  27  N.  Y.  244,  84  Am. 
Dec.  275  (dissenting  opinion),  on  necessity  of  showing  a  resort  to  law  before 
procuring  equitable  relief. 
Title  to  chatties  taken  under  execution. 

Cited  in  Tarkinton  v.  Alexander,  19  N.  C.    (2  Dev.  &  B.  L.)    87,  to  the  point 
that  title  to  chattels  real,  when  taken  under  fi.  fa.  vests  in  sheriff,  which  enables 
him  to  make  sale  without  venditioni,  or  after  he  is  out  of  office. 
Necessity  of  a  seizure  by  sheriff  to  warrant  sale. 

Cited  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Tiftany  v.  Miller,  6  U.  C.  Q.  B.  426,^  holding  the  act  of 
seizing  by  the  sheriff  is  an  indispensable  step  to  warrant  a  sale. 

Character   of   seizure. 

Cited  in  Miller  v.  United  States    (Page  v.  United  States),  11  Wall.  268,  20 
L.  od.  135,  on  seizure  of  chattels  being  either  actual  or  constructive. 
Presumption  from   long  period  of  possession. 

Cited  in  Edwards  v.  Van  Bibber,  1  Leigh,  183,  on  the  presumption  of  a  deed 
from  possession  for  a  period  of  years. 

11  E.  R.  C.  658,  FARRANT  v.  THOMPSON,  5  Barn.   &  Aid.  826,  2  Dowl.   & 

R.   ],  24  Revised  Rep.   571. 
Ownership  of  severed  fixtures. 

Cited  in  Busch  v.  Nester,  62  Mich.  381,  28  N.  W.  911,  holding  as  between 
the  original  wrongdoer  and  the  true  owner  the  title  to  what  is  severed  is  not 
considered  changed,  whatever  may  be  the  case  as  to  strangers;  O'Dougherty  v. 
Felt,  05  Barb.  220,  holding  a  steam  engine,  before  severance  part  of  real  estate, 
after  being  severed  became  the  personal  property  of  the  owner  of  the  land. 

Effect  of  .severance  of  fixture  from  the  real   estate. 

Cited  in  Meyers  v.  Marsh,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B.  148;  Sands  v.  I'feifTer,  10  Cal.  258,— 
holding  fixtures  where  wrongfully  severed  become  personal  property. 
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—  Mill   fixtures. 

Cited    in    ]\lorgan   v.   Varick,   8   Wend.    587,   holding   severance   of   niacliincry 
from  a  mill  does  not  devest  the  owner  of  the  mill  of  his  property. 
Rcniedy   of   owner    for   severance   of    fixtures. 

Cited  in  BrooivS  v.  Rod','ers,  101  Ala.  Ill,  13  So.  386,  holding  the  landlord  has 
title  to  the  thing  severed  and  the  right  to  the  immediate  possession  of  it  and 
may  maintain  trover  for  its  conversion;  Martin  v.  Thompson,  62  Cal.  618,  hold- 
ing the  defendant  must  have  been  in  adverse  possession,  claiming  title  to  ex- 
clude right  of  general  owner  to  sue  for  personal  property  severed  from  the 
freehold;  Ayer  v.  Bartlett,  9  Pick.  156,  holding  a  creditor  attaching  property 
conveyed  under  a  bond  to  convey  upon  payments  being  made  has  no  better  posi- 
tion than  his  debtor,  and  is  liable  for  removal  of  machinery  from  factory  so  con- 
veyed; Billings  V.  Tucker,  6  Gray,  3G8,  holding  possession  terminated  l)y  sale  of 
farm  property  left  with  the  tenant  for  a  special  purpose  only;  Morgan  v.  Neg- 
ley,  3  Pittsb.  33,  14  Pittsb.  L.  J.  229,  holding  it  will  lie  where  machinery  sev- 
ered from  a  mill  by  tenant  is  seized  by  sheriff  under  an  execution  against  the 
tenant;  Richardson  v.  Jenkin,  10  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  292,  holding  fixtures  severed 
become  chattels  and  trover  lies  in  favor  of  the  landlord  even  during  the  term. 
What  are  fixtures. 

Cited  in  Coombs  v.  Jordan,  3  Bland,  Ch.  284,  22  Am.  Dec.  236,  holding  as 
there  seems  to  be  no  settled  principles  of  law  laid  down  in  relation  to  what 
are  commonly  called  fixtures,  each  case  must  depend  on  its  own  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances; Linton  v.  Wilson,  3  N.  B.  223,  holding  the  saws,  water  wheel  and 
mill  gear  fixed  in  a  saw  mill  and  a  cog  wheel  in  a  grist  mill  are  fixtures  and 
form  part  of  the  inheritance. 

Cited  in  note  in  12  E.  R.  C.  222,  on  what  constitutes  a  fixture. 
Ownership  of   fixtures. 

Cited  in  Buckley  v.  Buckley,  11  Barb.  43,  holding  parts  of  a  mill  so  attached 
as  to  be  part  of  the  realty  pass  to  the  remainderman,  as  between   him  and   a 
tenant  for  life. 
Ownership  of  severed  trees,  ore,  crops,  and  the  like. 

Cited  in  Peyton  v.  Desmond,  63  C.  C.  A.  651,  129  Fed.  1,  holding  the  timber  un- 
lawfully severed  became  personal  property,  but  the  title  to  it  was  not  changed; 
Nelson  v.  GrafT,  12  Fed.  389,  holding  the  owner  of  the  land  has  an  immediate  right 
of  possession  of  trees  or  fixtures  severed  from  the  inheritance  by  the  tenant;  Dan- 
iels v.  Pond,  21  Pick.  367,  32  Am.  Dec.  269,  holding  the  purchaser  of  the  free 
hold  secured  with  it  the  right  to  the  possession  of  manure  left  on  the  property ; 
Missouri  Lumber  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Zeitinger,  45  ^Mo.  App.  114  (dissenting  opinion), 
on  ownership  of  felled  timber;  Keeton  v.  Audsley,  19  Mo.  362,  61  Am.  Dec.  560, 
holding  that  entry  of  public  land  gives  no  title  to  timber  cut  and  laying  upon 
land  at  time  of  entry;  Kittredge  v.  Woods,  3  N.  H.  503,  14  Am.  Dec.  393,  hold- 
ing manure  about  the  buildings  passes  to  the  vendee  by  sale  of  the  realty  un- 
less reserved;  Plumer  v.  Plumer,  30  N.  H.  558,  holding  trees  severed  during 
the  existence  of  a  term  for  years,  immediately  become  vested  in  the  owner  of  the 
inheritance;  Mooers  v.  Wait,  3  Wend.  104,  20  Am.  Dec.  667,  holding  trees  or 
any  thing  else  unlawfully  severed  from  the  free  hold  becomes  the  personal  prop- 
erty of  the  owner  of  the  inheritance;  Rockwell  v.  Saunders,  19  Barb.  473.  hold- 
ing a  contract  to  convey  with  stipulation  that  no  timber  shall  be  cut  until  a 
condition  of  payment  is  fulfilled,  ofifers  no  protection  to  a  purchaser  of  logs 
from  purchaser  of  land,  under  such  contract;  Mittleberger  v.  By,  2  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
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O.  S.  379,  holding  one  entering  upon  Crown  lands  to  quarry  stone  gains  no  title 
to  the  stone  severed;  Stuart  v.  Baldwin,  41  U.  C.  Q.  P..  44G,  holding  ores  sev- 
ered from  the  land  became  chattels  with  ownership  and  right  of  possession  in 
owner  of  the  land. 

Distinguished  in  United  States  v.  Loughrey,  172  U.  S.  20G,  43  L.  ed.  420, 
1!)  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  153,  holding  where  the  general  government  has  granted  land 
to  a  state  to  aid  construction  of  railroads  it  cannot  maintain  an  action  in 
trespass  against  one  unlawfully  cutting  timber  tlierefrom,  though  there  should 
be  a  reversion  of  land  in  case  no  railroads  were  constructed;  Lehigh  Zinc  &  I. 
Co.  V.  New  Jersey  Zinc  &  I.  Co.  55  N.  J.  L.  350,  2G  Atl.  920,  holding  the  owner 
cannot  maintain  trover,  if  at  the  time  of  severance,  defendant  was  in  adverse 
possession  under  a  bona  fide  claim  of  title;  Beckwith  v.  Philleo,  15  Wis.  224, 
holding  a  purchaser  of  property,  to  be  used  for  manufacturing  lumber,  under  a 
contract  has  the  right  to  cut  timber  to  any  extent  and  sell  the  lumber  manu- 
factured. 
Remedy  of  owner  for  severance  of  trees,   ore  and  the  like. 

Cited  in  Simpkins  v.  Rogers,  15  111.  397,  holding  trover  lies  where  crops  put 
upon  land  without  license  and  authority  were  removed;  Whitney  v.  Hunting- 
ton, 34  i\Iinn.  458,  57  Am.  Rep.  68,  26  N.  W.  631,  holding  where  timber  is 
removed  from  the  land  after  execution  sale,  the  purchaser  after  his  title  becomes 
absolute  by  expiration  of  period  of  redemption  may  maintain  an  action  for 
conversion  of  logs;  Coomalt  v.  Stanley,  3  Clark  (Pa.)  389,  holding  the  cutting 
of  trees  by  tenant  is  waste,  and  the  reversioner  may  maintain  trover  for  severed 
trees;  Gray  v.  Stevens,  28  Vt.  1,  05  Am.  Dec.  216,  holding  an  action  of  tres- 
pass lies  against  a  lessee  under  a  form  lease  stipulating  that  the  crops  shall 
be  consumed  on  the  place  and  remain  the  lessor's  until  certain  conditions  are 
performed. 
Tenant's  riglits   in   land. 

Cited  in  Agate  v.  Lowenbein,  57  N.  Y.  604,  holding  it  incompatible  with 
interest  of  tenant  for  him  to  make  any  alteration,  unless  he  is  justified  by 
the  express  permission  of  his  landlord;  Klie  v.  Von  Broock,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  18, 
37  Atl.  469,  holding  the  tenant  has  merely  the  use  of  the  property  and  is  liable 
where  he  cuts  openings  in  the  wall. 
Title  conveyed  by  sale  of  goods  by  sheriff  on  a  fieri  facias. 

Cited  in  Doe  ex  dem.  Tiffany  v.  Miller,  0  U.  C.  Q.  B.  420,  on  effect  of  seizure 
and  execution  sale  as  to  goods. 

Cited  in  Benjamin.  Sales,  5th  cd.   40,  on  right  of  public  ollicer   to  sell   goods 
on  execution. 
—  Where   execution    debtor   has   no   title  or   only   special    i)roperty. 

Cited  in  Jaikson  Siiarp  Co.  v.  Holland,  14  Fla.  384,  holding  one  receiving 
cars  by  reason  of  a  judicial  sale  when  general  ownersliii)  and  riuht  of  ])osses- 
sion  was  in  anotlier  acquires  no  rights  as  against  owner,  and  v.ant  of  notice 
of  ownership  is  no  defense;  Buffum  v.  Deane,  8  Cush.  35,  holding  the  ])ur- 
chaser  acquires  no  title  to  property  which  he  buys  at  a  sheriff's  sale,  unless  it 
Ixdongs  to  the  judgment  debtor;  Tarbox  v.  Hays,  6  Watts,  398,  31  Am.  Dec. 
478,  holding  the  general  rule  that  a  judgment  on  a  sale  by  the  sheriff  of 
goods  taken  on  a  fieri  facias  conveys  an  indefeasible  title  does  not  apply  when 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction,  or  the  goods  are  the  goods  of  a  stranger:  Burke 
V.  McWhirter,  35  \\  C.  i).  B.  1,  holding  the  purcliaser  of  goods  taken  l)y  mis- 
take and   sold   by   the  sheriff  is   in   no  better   position  than   the  sheriff;    Walhice 
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V.  Laidlaw,   14  U.  S.  420,  holding  the  general  owner  of  property  leased   whicli 
was  sold  in  payment  of  lessee's  debts  can  be  replevied  by  tiie  owner. 

Distinguished  in  Wade  v.  Mason,  12  Gray,  33.>,  74  Am.  Dec.  597,  holding  re- 
moval   of   property   bailed    bj'   an   officer   attncliing   it   on    mesne   process   against 
bailee,  does  not  terminate  possession   so   bailor   may   sue   in   replevin. 
Breach  of  bailment  as  conversion  suable  by  bailor. 

Cited  in  Sims  v,  Boynton,  32  Ala.  353,  70  Am.  Dec.  540,  holding  where  prop- 
erty bailed  is  seized  by  third  party  and  bailee  calls  upon  bailor  to  sue  for 
property,  though  terms  of  bailment  has  not  expired,  such  third  party  cannot 
defeat  the  action  by  showing  right  of  possession  was  in  another;  Chapman  v. 
Hudson,  46  Ark.  489,  holding  the  exercise  of  an  absolute  right  of  ownership 
of  projjcrty  bailed,  terminates  the  bailment,  and  owner's  ri<.'ht  to  take  posses- 
sion or  to  sue  for  damages  accrues  immediately;  United  Shoe  Machinery  Co. 
V.  Holt,  185  Mass.  97,  69  N.  E.  105(5,  holding  where  bailee  misuses  the  subject 
of  the  bailment  as  by  sale  of  property,  the  general  owner  has  an  immediate 
right  of  possession  and  may  maintain  trover;  Leonard  v.  Stickney,  131  Mass. 
541,  holding  removal  of  personal  property  by  bailee  from  place  where  alone 
he  was  entitled  to  use  it  terminates  possession  and  bailor  has  a  right  to  it 
immediately;  Sanborn  v.  Colman,  6  N.  H.  14,  23  Am.  Dec.  703,  holding  a  sale 
of  a  mare  by  one  holding  possession  under  a  contract  of  hire,  was  a  conversion 
and  put  an  end  to  the  contract;  King  v.  Bates,  57  N.  H.  44G,  holding  a  sale 
by  a  conditional  vendee  terminates  the  bailment,  and  the  conditional  vendor 
may  resume  immediate  possession  of  the  property;  Sargent  v.  Gile,  8  N.  H. 
325,  holding  where  goods  are  received  upon  a  contract  by  which  goods  are 
to  be  used  a  certain  time,  and  then  paid  for  or  returned,  an  attempted  sale  by  one 
so  holding  them  at  once  terminates  all  rights  and  owner  may  sue  in  trover ; 
Swift  v.  Moseley,  10  Vt.  208,  33  Am.  Dec.  197,  holding  where  bailee  applies 
the  thing  bailed  to  other  than  the  use  for  which  it  was  bailed  his  interest 
terminates  and  the  bailor  may  sue  in  trover;  Grant  v.  King,  14  Vt.  367, 
holding  owner  of  cattle  leased  with  option  of  return  or  purchase  at  end  of 
four  years  may  maintain  trover  where  lessee  sells  within  the  four  years: 
Morrison  v.  Carroll,  1  U.  C.  C.  P.  226,  holding  where  the  sheriff,  having  notice 
that  goods  were  in  the  possession  of  a  debtor  merely  on  hire,  sells  them  under 
execution  as  property  of  debtor,  an  action  lies  against  the  sheritf  for  conversion 
in  favor  of  owner  though  they  remained  in  same  possession. 
Piircliaser  or   taker   from   wrongdoer. 

Cited   in   Barrett   v.   Warren,   3   Hill,   348,    (dissenting   opinion),   on   the   pro- 
tection given  an  innocent  bailee  of  a  wrongdoer. 
Actions    for    tlie    unlawful    taking    and    conversion    of    property. 

Cited  in  Dresser  v.  Kronberg,  108  Me.  423,  36  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1218,  81  Atl. 
487,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  542,  holding  that  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value  of 
chattels  at  a  sheriff's  sale  may  recover  from  the  judgment  creditor  in  an  action 
for  money  had  and  received  where  the  goods  sold  were  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
the  property  not  of  the  judgment  debtor,  but  of  a  stranger;  Wadleigh  v. 
Janvrin,  41  N.  H.  503,  77  Am.  Dec.  780,  holding  trover  and  trespass  are  gen- 
erally concurrent  remedies  for  the  unlawful  taking  and  conversion  of  personal 
property;  Sibley  v.  Sibley,  8  N.  S.  325,  holding  trover  is  maintainable  where 
a  misuse  of  the  thing  lent  occurs;  Coates  v.  Goslin,  20  N.  B.  323,  holding  the 
owner's  remedy  was  by  an  action  of  trover  founded  on  his  property  in  the 
goods  unlawfully  taken. 

Notes  on  E.  R.  C.--74. 
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Right   of  possession   as   basis   of   action. 

Cited  in  Harlan  v.  Harlan,   15   Pa.  507,  holding  where   one  has  the  right  of 
possession  replevin  lies  for  the  property  if  it  be  in  the  possession  of  another. 
Necessity  of  delivery  of  personal  property  sold  by  lessor  claiming  lien 
for  rent. 

Cited   in   Smith  v.  Atkins,  18  Vt.   461,  holding  that  sale  of  hay  in  barn  by 
lessor  who  claims  lien  thereon  for  rent  will  not  pass  title  without  delivery. 
Sales    in    "markets    overt." 

Cited  in  Griffith  v.  Fowler,  18  Vt.  390,  holding  the  English  law  of  markets 
overt  does  not  exist  in  this  country;  Bryant  v.  Whitcher,  52  N.  H.  158,  hold- 
ing even  where  the  doctrine  of  market  overt  is  recognized,  it  does  not  apply  to 
sales  at  auction  by  sheriffs. 

11  E.  R.  C.  672,  DOE  EX  DEM.  ROBERTS  v.  PARRY,  14  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  20, 

13  Mees.  &  W.  35G. 
Effect  of  an  incorrect  description  on  validity  of  deed  or  sale. 

Cited  in  Wiley  v.  Lovely,  46  Mich.  83,  8  N.  ,W.  716,  holding  that  part  of 
description  in  deed  which  speaks  of  the  registry  of  the  plat,  and  is  found  in- 
correct, may  be  rejected  without  any  detriment. 

11  E.  R.  C.  682,  JONES  v.  THOMPSON,  El.  Bl.  &  El.  63,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  338,  2T 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  234. 

Nature  of  debts  attachable. 

Cited  in  St.  Charles  v.  Andrea,  41  N.  S.  190,  holding  only  debts  owing  by  the 
garnishee  are  attachable;  Wilson  v.  Fleming,  1  Ont.  L.  Rep.  599,  holding  until 
a  salary  is  fully  earned  and  due  to  the  debtor,  it  cannot  be  attached;  Grant  v.' 
West,  23  Ont.  App.  Rep.  533,  holding  a  person  claiming  damages  against  an 
assignor  for  benefit  of  creditors  for  breach  of  contract  has  not  a  claim  provable 
against  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  assignee;  Boyd  v.  Haynes,  5  Ont.  Pr. 
Rep.  15,  holding  a  verdict  for  unliquidated  damages  cannot  be  attached,  and 
fact  that  garnishee's  attorney  told  the  judgment  creditor's  attorney  that  they 
had  promised  to  pay  without  entering  judgment  does  not  change  the  rule; 
I.^ke  of  the  Woods  Mill.  Co.  v.  Collin,  13  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  154,  holding  where 
policy  of  insurance  made  it  optional  v/hether  company  should  pay  for  building 
burned  or  rebuild  a  garnishee  order  would  not  lie;  Ex  parte  Black,  34  N.  B. 
038,  holding  unless  there  was  trust  money  actually  in  the  trustees'  hands 
which  they  were  bound  to  pay  over  the  order  could  not  operate. 

Cited  in  note  in  59  L.R.A.  359,  on  garnishment  of  unliquidated  claims. 
—  Judgment  debts  or  verdicts. 

Cited  in  Shanly  v.  London,  3  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  223,  holding  a  claim  not  yet 
reduced  to  a  debt  is  not  attachable,  even  after  verdict  but  before  judgment; 
Ex  parte  Dearborn,  31  N.  B.  363,  holding  tlie  more  verdict  in  an  action  for 
unliquidated  damages,  before  judgment  has  been  signed,  is  not  attachable: 
Osier  V.  Bowell,  43  U.  C.  Q.  B.  40,  holding  where  creditor  brings  action  against 
shareholders  of  a  corporation  there  cannot  be  said  to  be  an  existing  debt  until 
the  entry  of  his  judgment;  Macpherson  v.  Tisdalc,  11  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  261,  hold- 
ing coats  coming  to  a  plaintiff  constituted  an  attachable  debt,  before  taxation. 
Construction  of  tlie  words,  "debts  owning  or  accruing"  in  garnishment 
acts. 

Cited    in   Macpherson    v.    Tisdalo,    11    Ont.    Pr.    Rep.    261,   holding    the   words 
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"debts  accruing"  has  no  application  whore  debtor's  income  arising  from  a  fund 
and  payable  semiannually  is  attached  by  garnishee  proceedings  at  a  time  when 
the  debtor  has  just  received  payment  from  trustees;  Moore  v.  Luce,  18  U.  C. 
C.  P.  446,  holding  under  the  words  "all  debts  owing  or  accruing"  that  which 
is  debitum  in  proesenti,  though  solvendum  in  futuro,  is  attachable;  Dempster  v. 
Elliott,  22  N.  S.  442  (dissenting  opinion),  on  construction  put  upon  words 
"a  debt  owing  or  accruing." 

Distinguished  in  Smith  v.  Mcintosh,  3  B.  ('.  26,  holding  the  word  "owing" 
and  "due"  arc  not  synonymous  and  the  word  "owning"  does  not  comply  witii 
requirement  of  the  statute. 

11  E.  R.  C.  68o,  WEBB  v.  STENTON,  52  L.  J.  Q.  B.  X.  S.  584,  49  L.  T.  N.  S. 

432,  L.  R.  11  Q.  B.  Div.  518. 
Debts  subject  to  garnishment. 

Cited  in  Solis  v.  Blank,  199  Pa.  GOO,  on  what  constitutes  a  debt;  Girard  v. 
Cyrs,  5  B.  C.  45,  holding  that  note  not  due  constitutes  debt  owing,  and  is  at- 
tachable; Gray  v.  Hoffar,  5  B.  C.  56,  holding  that  money  payable  under  build- 
ing contract  as  soon  as  building  should  be  finished  is  not  attachable  before 
performance  of  condition;  McFadden  v.  Kerr,  12  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  487,  holding 
that  under  agreement  to  resell  property  conveyed  and  account  for  profits,  no 
debt  is  accruing  that  is  attachable;  Black  v.  Moore,  2  N.  B.  Eq.  98,  holding 
that  moneys  coming  into  hands  of  executor  for  payment  to  beneficiary  was 
liable  to  attachment ;  Dempster  v.  Elliott,  22  N.  S.  442,  holding  that  amount 
residuary  legacj-  was  debt  subject  to  attachment  where  will  was  admitted  to 
probate;  Mail  Printing  Co.  v.  Clarkson,  25  Ont.  App.  Rep.  1,  on  what  constitutes 
a  debt;  Massie  v.  Toronto  Printing  Co.  12  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  13,  holding  that  where 
judgment  creditor  garnished  rents  accruing  due  from  several  tenants  to  judg- 
ment debtor  before  any  of  gale  days  arrived,  he  was  entitled  to  payment  over 
upon  gale  days  of  proportion  of  rents  which  had  accrued  on  day  of  service; 
Stuart  v.  Grough,  15  Ont.  App.  Rep.  299,  holding  that  interest  of  debtor  in 
trust  estate  is  not  attachable;  Canada  Cotton  Co.  v.  Parmalee,  13  Ont.  Pr. 
Rep.  308  (reversing  13  Ont.  Pr.  Rep.  26),  liolding  that  moneys  due  or  owing 
on  insurance  policy  for  loss  are  garnishable  although  not  adjusted;  Re  Green- 
wood [1901]  1  Ch.  887,  70  L.  J.  Ch.  X.  S.  326,  49  Week.  Rep.  461,  84  L.  T.  N. 
S.  118,  liolding  a  creditor  can  only  garnish  a  debt  after  it  has  become  due; 
3ilacdonald  v.  Tacquah  Gold  Mines  Co.  L.  R.  13  Q.  B.  Div.  535,  53  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
X.  S.  376,  51  L.  T.  X.  S.  210,  32  Week.  Rep,  760,  holding  a  debt  attachable  under 
a  garnishee  order  may  be  not  only  a  legal  debt,  but  a  liquidated  sum  of  money 
owing  in  equity. 

Disapproved  in  Stuart  v.  Gough,  15  Ont.  Rep.  66,  holding  that  where  the 
share  of  a  debtor  in  an  estate  consisted  of  au  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  land 
which  had  not  been  sold  and  divided  as  provided  by  will,  a  debt  from  executor 
to  debtor  existed  which  was  subject  to  garnishment  by  a  judgment  creditor  of 
debtoi*. 

—  Income. 

Cited  in  Ex  parte  Black,  34  X.  B.  638,  holding  that  attaching  order  under 
Act,  45  Vict.  c.  17.  will  not  lie  against  income  of  trust  fund  unless  there  are 
trust  moneys  actually  in  hands  of  trustees  at  time  order  is  served;  Imperial 
Bank  v.  Motton,  29  X.  S.  368,  holding  that  where,  under  provisions  of  statute, 
person  was  entitled  to  .$1,000  per  year,  such  pension  could  be  made  available 
for  payment  of  his  debts;   Carswell  v.  Langley,  3  Ont.  L.  Rep.  261,  holding  that 
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<laims  under  agreement  to  pay  certain  sum  on  first  of  each  quarter  during 
person's  natural  life,  are  not  subject  to  attachment;  Booth  v.  Trail,  L.  R.  12 
Q.  B.  Div.  8,  53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  24,  49  L.  T.  N.  S.  471,  32  Week.  Rep.  122, 
holding  that  part  of  a  pension  of  a  retired  police  officer,  accrixed  due  at  the 
date  of  the  summons,  only  is  attachable. 
—  Money  of  wife  for  debts  of  hiisbaiul. 

Cited  in  St.  Charles  v.  Andrea,  41  N.  S.  100,  holding  that  money  deposited 
in  bank  by  wife,  was  not  attachable  on  debt  of  husband,  where  such  money 
was  profits  of  business  earned  by  wife's  efforts  while  husband  was  away: 
Donohue  v.  Hull  Bros.  24  Can.  C.  S.  683,  holding  that  purchase  money  due  upon 
sale  of  wife's  land  was  not  attachable  in  hands  of  purcliaser  in  action  against 
husband. 
Application   of   order   to   determine   attaeliability. 

Cited  in  Hull  v.  Donohoe,  2  Terr.  L.  11.  .12,  hoUling  the  debtor  may  apply 
for  an  order  that  the  question  be  determined  whether  the  debt  be  attachable  or 
not. 
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